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ABSTRACT 
 
Parent involvement has an influence on children’s educational engagement 
during the elementary years. The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of 
rural Turkish parents about their involvement in schooling with elementary school 
students based on Epstein’s (1995) six types of parental involvement (parenting, 
communicating, volunteering, learning at home, decision-making, and collaborating with 
the community).  This study also examined the differences among parent demographic 
characteristics (education level, income, marital status, and age) and parent involvement 
at the elementary grade level in rural areas of Turkey.  Epstein’s survey was used to 
collect data from 742 parents of elementary schools in three rural settings in the city of 
Konya, Turkey.  Data was analyzed with Factor Analysis and Multivariate Analysis of 
Variance (MANOVA) using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). This 
study indicated that family income had a statistically significant impact on combined 
factors of parent involvement. No significant differences were found in parent 
involvement among parents who are from different education levels, marital status, 
regions, and age groups in Turkey.   
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
 
In the last two decades, educational researchers have been interested in the 
positive effects parental involvement can have on students’ academic achievement and 
success.  Parent involvement increases students’ academic achievement and self-esteem 
(Erdoğan & Demirkasımoğlu, 2010; Desimone, 1999) while decreasing absenteeism and 
behavioral problems (Epstein & Sheldon, 2002a; Epstein & Sheldon, 2002b; Michael, 
Dittus, & Epstein, 2007). Epstein (2005b) emphasized “parental involvement as an 
essential component of school improvement, linked to the curriculum, instruction, 
assessments, and other aspects of school management” (p. 179). 
Education policies support parent involvement, and the partnerships of home, 
school, and the community.  The Turkish Ministry of Education was supporting the 
Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNICEF) started a project that is called “Haydi 
Kızlar Okula.”  The purpose of the project was to provide girls, between the ages of 6 and 
14 years, who did not go to school, had chronic absenteeism, and high drop-out rates the 
opportunity to go school with the goal closing the gender gap (Haydi Kızlar Okula, 
2009).  The second purpose of the campaign was to inform parents about the importance 
of education, and to provide them the opportunity to be involved in the education process.  
To achieve this goal, teams were created by the Ministry of Education that visited 
families door to door.  The campaign was started in 2003 and in four years, it 
successfully enrolled 222,800 of the 273,447 girls in elementary and middle schools 
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among who were not previously enrolled in any school (The Ministry of Education, 
2011). The project required collaboration among parents, schools, and the community 
including local governors, religious leaders, journalists, and intellectuals.  
 
Background of the Study 
Families influence their children’s educational engagement, and occupational 
aspirations (Rosenberg & Lopez, 2010), and they are their children’s first teachers 
(Erdoğan & Demirkasımoğlu, 2010).  Epstein (2001) explained that children learn from 
their families, teachers, peers, relatives, part-time employers, and other adults in the 
community, so bridges among home, school, and community are certainly important.  
Additionally, family and community involvement in schools might increase the academic 
achievement of students, ensure better school attendance, and improve school programs 
and quality (Michael et al., 2007). 
Research by Epstein (2001) stressed the following points: 1) families care about 
their children’s success; nevertheless, most parents need more information from schools 
to be productively involved in their children’s education; 2) students learn more than 
academic skills at home, at school, and in the community; 3) peers, families, and the 
organization of activities in schools and classrooms positively or negatively influence 
students; and 4) community-based programs supporting school and families might 
effectively increase students’ chances of success.  Additionally, Epstein (2005a) 
suggested that educators, parents, and community partners might work collaboratively to 
design and conduct activities, so these activities improve student achievement, promote 
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school goals for student attendance and behavior, and create a positive climate of 
partnership.  She also described how these activities might be designed by teams 
including the principal, teachers, school council and parents who are accountable for their 
plans and work. 
Epstein conducted research over several decades using a model of parent 
involvement that she based on Bronfenbrenner’s (1977) social ecological model (Epstein, 
1985; 1987).  She categorized parent involvement into six major types: (1) parenting, (2) 
communicating, (3) volunteering, (4) learning at home, (5) decision making, and (6) 
collaborating with the community. These types are parenting involvement are defined 
below.   
Parenting activities demonstrate how schools increase the understanding of 
families about student needs and interests, as well as assist families to meet their 
parenting responsibilities at each grade level to influence child growth and development 
(Epstein et al., 2009).  
Communicating activities increase two way communications from home to school 
and from school to home in order to develop understanding and cooperation between 
school and home.  It is important for school personnel to establish clear communication 
with families who speak languages other than English at home (Epstein et al., 2009).  
Volunteering activities encourage parents and community members to share their 
time and talents to help schools, teachers, and students.  These parents and community 
members might assist schools in the library, computer room, playground, and cafeteria 
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for after school activities, celebrations, sport activities and other events (Epstein et al., 
2009).  
Learning at home activities guide parents to help their children with homework; to 
increase reading skills; to select courses and school programs; to plan postsecondary 
education, and to benefit from other learning opportunities (Epstein et al., 2009).  
Decision Making activities encourage parents to become involved in the decision 
making process about school programs, activities, and their children’s future academic 
plan.  It informs all parents about school policies and provides opportunities for parents 
to support their school and students (Epstein et al., 2009).  
Collaborating with the community activities help to increase the cooperation 
among schools, families, organizations, community groups, and agencies.  Community 
resources include human, economic, material, and social resources.  Such resources assist 
schools to improve student success and create a safe learning environment (Epstein et al., 
2009).  
In the light of this model, Epstein (Epstein, 2005a; Epstein et al., 2002; Epstein et 
al., 2009) gave recommendations about how schools should work with families and 
communities. Schools need to establish action teams that focus on reading, writing, math, 
behavior, a positive school climate and other school improvement goals.  Each action 
team has a one year action plan (Epstein, 2005a), and these plans must emphasize all six 
types of family and community involvement to create productive involvement at school, 
at home, and in the community (Epstein et al., 2002).  Also, Epstein’s (2005a) study 
showed that the action teams for school improvement developed curriculum content and 
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instructional approaches in classrooms as well as increased the number of families and 
community partners from diverse cultural groups who were involved in their students’ 
education. Epstein and Sanders (1998) studied home-school and community partnership 
organizations to ensure all students have equal opportunities and to make families aware 
of children’s development and the schooling process. 
Moreover, Epstein (2005a) explained that home-school and community 
partnership programs help teachers and families focus on helping students learn positive 
character traits such as honesty, listening, respecting others, and being a friend.  Well 
designed programs build bridges among home, school, and the community and create a 
sustained school culture and positive school climate to increase students’ achievement 
(Epstein, 2001).  Also important are home, school, and community advocacy efforts that 
encourage school health programs in states, districts, schools, and classrooms nationwide 
(Michael et al., 2007). 
Parents’ demographic characteristics (e.g., parents’ education level, 
socioeconomic status, and marital status) have been found significantly related to parent 
involvement in education.  Parents with post-secondary education have a positive effect 
on children’s interest in literacy activities (Baroody & Dobbs-Oates, 2009).  In addition, 
these parents encourage their young children’s self-concept development (Ayhan, 2008).  
There is a correlation between parent’s education level and student academic 
achievement (Hortacsu, 1995) and students with educated parents have less behavioral 
problems in the school (Hill et al., 2004).  In addition, Cooper (2010) noted that families’ 
socio-economic status during kindergarten may have an impact on their children’s 
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transition through the early years of schooling.  Poverty negatively affects parent 
involvement because, these families lack the time, and money (Erdoğan & 
Demirkasımoğlu, 2010), which means that they may not provide cognitively stimulating 
materials for their children (Cooper, Crosnoe, Suizzo & Pituch, 2010). 
Additionally, Epstein and Sanders (1998) reported that parents of elementary 
students are more involved than parents of children in secondary schools; mothers are 
more involved than fathers; and more educated parents are more involved than less 
educated parents.  In addition, marital status is influential on student achievement 
(Jeynes, 2005b), and intact families have a positive impact on their children’s academic 
achievement (Cooper, 2010).  Epstein and Sanders (1998) said researchers in many 
nations are working to understand the relationship between school, home and community 
by using many different research methods to build knowledge in their field.  Parents 
everywhere care about their children and want them to be successful (Epstein & Sanders, 
1998, p. 392).  
 
Statement of the Problem 
Families support children’s learning and growth from cradle to career, so they 
impact child development across all grades (Rosenberg & Lopez, 2010).  Parents’ 
demographics (e.g., parents’ education level, socioeconomic status, and marital status) 
may be influential on parent involvement. There is a relationship between parents’ 
demographic characteristics and parent involvement (Baroody & Dobbs-Oates, 2009; 
Cooper, 2010; Cooper et al., 2010; Crosnoe, 2001; Englund et al., 2004; Epstein & 
 7 
 
 
7
 
Sanders, 2002; Erdoğan & Demirkasımoğlu, 2010; Hill et al., 2004; Hortacsu, 1995; 
Suizzo & Soon, 2006).  Many studies have investigated the relationship between parental 
involvement and student achievement or success, and parent’s demographics and parental 
involvement.  Epstein and her colleagues have studied the effects of parent involvement 
which they categorized into six major types: (1) parenting, (2) communicating, (3) 
volunteering, (4) learning at home, (5) decision making, and (6) collaborating with the 
community on student academic achievement and behaviors.   
In contrast, investigations into the relationship between parent’s demographic 
characteristics and parent involvement in Turkey are minimal.  The extant knowledge 
about cultural influences on parents’ perceptions of their involvement in schooling is 
limited.  Therefore, this study analyzed Turkish parents’ perceptions of their involvement 
in schooling at elementary schools in Turkey. The research also analyzed the differences 
between Turkish parent’s demographic characteristics (e.g., parents’ education level, 
socioeconomic status, and marital status) and Epstein’s six types of parental involvement. 
 
Purpose of the Study 
Studies have shown that parent involvement in schooling positively affect 
students’ academic achievement (Epstein, 2001; Erdoğan & Demirkasımoğlu, 2010).  
Determining the effective level of parent involvement may be associated with parents’ 
demographics.  The primary purpose of this study was to investigate Turkish parents’ 
perceptions of their involvement in schooling at elementary grades in rural areas of 
Turkey.  The second purpose of this study was to explore the cultural influences on 
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Turkish parents with their involvement in schooling.  Thirdly, this study examined the 
differences among parent demographic characteristics (education level, income, marital 
status, and age) and parent involvement at the elementary grade level in rural areas of 
Turkey.  The assessment of parent involvement was developed by Epstein using her 
model of parent involvement as six types: (1) parenting, (2) communicating, (3) 
volunteering, (4) learning at home, (5) decision making, and (6) collaborating with the 
community.  Finally, this study explored the potential differences among Epstein’s six 
aspects of parent involvement and rural parenting practices in Turkey.  Understanding 
parents’ perceptions about parent involvement may help educators understand the 
weaknesses and strengths of the relationship among home, school, and the community.  
So that school administrators and teachers may more effectively promote parent 
involvement in schooling.  
 
Research Questions 
What is the difference among parents’ perceptions when grouped parent education 
level, income, marital status, age and region on Epstein’s six factors of parent 
involvement as described (parenting, communicating, volunteering, learning at 
home, decision making, and collaborating with the community) in Turkey? 
Research Hypotheses 
1- There is no statistically significant difference between parents of differing 
education levels regarding effective level of parental involvement. 
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2-  There is no statistically significant difference between parents of differing annual 
income levels regarding effective level of parental involvement. 
3- There is no statistically significant difference between parents of differing marital 
statuses regarding effective level of parental involvement. 
4- There is no statistically significant difference between parents with differing age 
ranges regarding effective level of parental involvement. 
5- There is no statistically significant difference between parents living in different 
regions regarding effective level of parental involvement. 
 
Significance of the Study 
First of all, parent involvement in education is a key component for students’ 
academic success.  Many studies showed a positive correlation between parental 
involvement and student achievement (Epstein, 2001; Erdoğan & Demirkasımoğlu, 2010; 
Jeynes, 2005a; Shaw, 2008).  The significance of this study was to examine the 
perceptions of rural Turkish parents regarding effective parental involvement with 
elementary school students based on Epstein’s (1995) six types of parental involvement.   
Therefore, this study’s results may indicate more effective means of parental 
involvement.  The findings of this study provided significant information that will extend 
knowledge about the phenomenon of parent involvement. 
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Definition of Terms 
Parenting: is assisting families to understand child and adolescent development 
and in setting home conditions that support children as student at each grade levels 
(Epstein, 1995).  
Communicating: Communications about school programs and student progress 
go not only from school to home but also from home to school and within the community 
(Epstein, 1995). 
Volunteering: “Volunteer” not only means someone who comes to school during 
the school day, but also anyone who supports school goals and children’s learning and 
development in any way, at any place, and at any time (Epstein, 1995). 
Learning at home: “Homework” not only means work that students do alone but 
also interactive activities that students share and discuss with others at home and in the 
community to link schoolwork to real-life experiences (Epstein, 1995). 
Decision making: in school means a process of partnership-sharing views, 
solving problems, and taking action toward shared goals for excellent education and 
student success-not a power struggle of conflicting ideas (Epstein, 1995). 
Collaborating with the community: community includes not only families with 
children in the schools but also others who are interested in and affected by the quality of 
student’s education.  Communities are rated not only on economic qualities but also on 
the strengths and talents of people and organizations who may support students, families, 
and schools (Epstein, 1995).   
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Haydi Kızlar Okula: Haydi Kızlar Okula was a project that was the result of a 
signed protocol between the Ministry of Education of the Turkish Republic and UNICEF 
in 2003 to increase the enrollment rate of girls between 6-14 ages in Turkish schools 
(Haydi Kızlar Okula, 2009). 
 
Theoretical Framework 
Human development is a process that is affected by interaction with changing 
environments (Bronfenbrenner, 1977).  The theoretical framework used in this study is 
Bronfenbrenner’s Bioecoloogical theory that focused on the interactions between the 
environment and the individual. Bronfenbrenner’s Bioecological Theory (1977; 1986) 
included five systems: 1) Microsystems, 2) Mesosystem, 3) Exosystem, 4) Macrosystem, 
and 5) Chronosystem.  Bronfenbrenner (1977) explained that the ecological theory is a 
lifespan theory and the mutual accommodation progressive happens between the 
individual and changing environment.  There are reciprocal interactions between these 
systems and the child (Bronfenbrenner, 1977).  The child is at the center of the systems 
(Bronfenbrenner, 1977); the relationship existing between the family and the school is a 
powerful factor affecting the capacity of a child to learn in the classroom 
(Bronfenbrenner, 1986). 
According to Bronfenbrenner’s theory, the microsystem includes the interactions 
between the developing person and environment (e.g., home, school, workplace, etc.).  
There is a direct interaction between the child and school, the child and family, and the 
child and peers.  The mesosystem includes the interrelations among major settings 
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containing the developing person (e.g., home, school, neighborhood, peers, religious 
affiliation, etc.).  The exosystem includes the major institutions of the society such as the 
neighborhood, the mass media, agencies of government (local, state, and national), 
policies in education, communication and transportation facilities, and informal social 
networks (Bronfenbrenner, 1977). The exosystem is an extension of the mesosystem and 
it directly and indirectly affects the child.  Finally, the macrosystem includes institutional 
patterns of the culture or subculture, such as the economic, social, educational, legal, and 
political systems, and also social interchanges (Bronfenbrenner, 1977).  Bronfenbrenner 
(1977; 1986) explained that children are affected by parents and school independently 
and interactively.  Each interaction between the child and the systems influences child 
development and characteristics (Bronfenbrenner, 1986). 
Parent involvement is a process of child development in social and educational 
environments.  Furthermore, Epstein’s (2010) overlapping spheres of influence model 
demonstrates the relationships of the school, family, and community for a child’s success 
in school.  Epstein (2010) recognized the child at the center as the focus within the 
family, school, and community.  Children have interactions with their families, their 
schools, and their communities (Epstein, 1995).  Families, their schools, and communities 
influence a child’s academic achievement and success (Epstein, 1995).  Epstein (2010) 
stated that each component of the external structure of the overlapping spheres might act 
and interact with others and these actions influence student learning and development.  
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Research Design 
This research study used a survey designed to identify the Turkish parents’ 
perceptions of their involvement in schooling.  The researcher adapted a survey by 
Epstein et al. (2009, p. 324-329).  The survey included Epstein’s six categories of 
parental involvement with an additional category of parental expectations.  The survey 
contained 29 parent involvement statements distributed among six categories of parental 
involvement and 2 questions in parental expectations’ category.  The survey questions 
were based on 5-point Likert scale for perceptions ranging from a low score of 1 (never) 
to a high score of 5 (frequently).  Additionally, the instrument included a section on 
parent demographic information.  This section helped the researcher investigate the 
differences between parents’ demographic characteristics and their school involvement as 
measured by Epstein’s survey and model of parent involvement. Students returned the 
survey to schools. 
The targeted populations in this study were parents of elementary schools students 
(grades 1-5) currently enrolled in a public school system in rural areas of Turkey.  
Participants were selected from these parents by a cluster sampling technique (Huck, 
2011).  The researcher delivered the survey to schools and schools sent the survey home 
with students to give to their parents. Both electronic as well as paper copies of surveys 
were made available.   The parents received the survey and a request letter that explained 
the intent of the study and requested their participation in the study.  Parents were asked 
to complete the survey return it to schools. Parents were not required to provide any 
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identifying information.  The anonymity of the subjects strengthens the validity of the 
instrument and the study.  The target return rate was more than three hundred. 
 
Analysis Overview 
Once all surveys were returned, data analysis followed. Data were analyzed using 
the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) (version 21.0). Descriptive statistics 
were presented with calculation of the mean and standard deviation. The researcher 
interpreted data using Factor analysis and Multivariate Analysis of Variance 
(MANOVA). More details regarding the methodology and the analysis of data will be 
discussed in chapter three. 
Parenting, communicating, volunteering, learning at home, decision making, and 
collaborating with the community were dependent variables of this study.  The 
independent variables in this study included parent’s education level, family income, 
parent’s marital status, parent’s age, and region.  Factor analysis provided the researcher 
with the ability to reduce and cluster the complexity of the variables, so it was easier for 
the researcher to investigate the problem (Huck, 2011; Mertler & Vannaatta, 2010). 
Davidov and Beuckelaer (2010) explained that some questions might have different 
meanings and content for individuals from different cultures or who speak languages. 
The survey’s original language was English, and the researcher translated it to Turkish.  
As such, Davidov and Beuckelaer (2010) suggested that the researcher needed to evaluate 
the reliability of the survey instrument.  Factor analysis was used in this study to test for 
equivalence of the survey questions across cultural groups. Field (2009) stated that 
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MANOVA included many dependent variables in the same analysis and considered the 
relationship between outcome variables.  In addition, Mertler and Vannaatta (2010) 
explained that MANOVA incorporated two or more dependent variables in the same 
analysis with nominal and ordinal independent variables.  MANOVA is designed to test 
the significance of group differences, and dependent variables that share a common 
conceptual meaning should have some degree of linearity (Mertler & Vannaatta, 2010). 
 
Limitations 
The study had several limitations.  Survey research is a design that permits the 
collection of data from large numbers of participants, but depends on the participants’ 
willingness to respond to a written data collection instrument (Pinsonneault & Kraemer, 
1993).  Surveys are useful in collecting participants’ perceptions about behavior, but are 
limited by the participants’ honesty, willingness to answer questions, and their recall of 
situations or events.  All these limitations of the research design of surveys pertain to this 
study (Green, Camilli, & Elmore, 2006). 
 
Delimitations 
The results were from rural areas of the city of Konya, which is in the middle of 
Turkey, so results might not be generalized to all parts of Turkey.  The research only 
applied this study in limited school districts. Additionally, participation depended on the 
willingness of parents to respond to the survey.  This study was limited to parents who 
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chose to participate by completing a survey.  The time period for data collection in 
Turkey was restricted around two months. 
 
Organization of the Study 
This research study includes five chapters.  Chapter One presents the background 
of the study, statement of the problem, purpose of the study, research questions, 
significance of the study, theoretical framework, research design, analysis overview, 
limitations, delimitations, and the assumptions of the study. 
 Chapter Two includes literature review that presents defining parental 
involvement, benefit of parent involvement, barriers to parent involvement, improving 
parent involvement, and teachers’ and parents’ perceptions of parent involvement.  
Chapter Three includes the research method for this study. It includes research design, 
instrumentation, selection of participants, data collection, and data analysis. 
Chapter Four presents research findings, and analysis of research questions.  
Finally, Chapter Five includes conclusion and discussion of the findings parts. In 
addition, it includes implications for practice, and recommendation for future studies. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Introduction 
In this study, the researcher investigated the Turkish parents’ perceptions of their 
involvement in schooling. The researcher used Epstein’s six types of parent involvement 
model: 1) parenting, 2) communicating, 3) volunteering, 4) learning at home, 5) decision-
making, and 6) collaborating with the community in this study.  Additionally, the 
researcher explored the difference in Epstein’s parent involvement among parents’ 
demographic characteristics such as parent education level, family income, marital status, 
age, and region. 
The researcher applied a survey that was adapted from Epstein et al. (2009, p. 
324-329) and used factor analysis and multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) to 
analyze the collected data. The analysis methodology is explained in Chapter Three. This 
chapter includes the purpose of education, history of Turkish education system, relevant 
policies that support parent involvement to improve student achievement, relevant 
theories about parent involvement, definition of parent involvement and demographics, 
the barrier to parent involvement, benefit of parent involvement, parents and teachers’ 
perceptions, and conclusion. 
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Parent Involvement Overview 
Parents support children’s learning and growth from cradle to career, and they 
have an effect on children’s cognitive, social and emotional development (Rosenberg & 
Lopez, 2010).  In the previous study, the authors explained that parents also influence 
children’s educational engagement, and occupational aspirations, so parents’ interactions 
and activities help shape children’s readiness for school.  In addition, Rosenberg and 
Lopez (2010) clarified that parent’s help shape language and literacy development before 
children enter formal schooling.  Parent involvement in early education is an important 
factor for children’s academic achievement, and parents need to stay involved throughout 
the school years (DePlanty, Coulter-Kern & Duchane, 2007; Englund, Luckner, Whaley 
& Egeland, 2004). Also, families stimulate children’s learning and interests by creating 
literacy-rich home environments, taking children to visit libraries and other places. 
Families are the first and most important teachers of children, so they ought to work 
collaboratively with schools (DePlanty et al., 2007; Erdoğan & Demirkasımoğlu, 2010).  
Lee and Bowen (2006) described parent involvement as attending parent-teacher 
conferences, attending programs featuring students, and engaging in volunteer activities 
at school and includes providing help with homework, discussing the child's schoolwork 
and experiences at school, and structuring home activities at home.  All in all, Lee and 
Bowen (2006) clarified that socio-economic status is associated with parents’ 
expectations about children’s academic performance as well as their achievements. 
Furthermore, Henderson and Mapp (2002) synthesized many studies about home 
and school collaboration. The authors found that students whose parents were involved in 
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education regardless their income or background earned higher grades and test scores, 
and was enrolled in higher level programs. In addition, these students are encouraged to 
complete their classes, to attend school regularly, and to have good social skills and 
behavior (Henderson & Mapp, 2002).  The authors said that these students also adapted 
well to school, graduate on time, and go on to postsecondary education.  The authors 
thought schools might close the achievement gap by improving parent and school 
communication. Henderson and Mapp (2002) further explained how high performing 
schools engaged families and communities.  Example of engagement in these schools 
included: a) focus on building trusting collaborative relationships among teachers, 
families, and community members; b) recognize, respect, and address families’ needs, as 
well as class and cultural differences; c) embrace a philosophy of partnership where 
power and responsibility are shared (p. 7).  
Moreover, many studies pay attention to the role of the school in improving 
home, school and community partnerships and collaboration.  For instance, Machen, 
Wilson and Notarn (2005) explained that the more proactive communication of schools 
with parents influences parent involvement and provides parents the opportunity to 
volunteer for school activities.  Also, school leaders need to use policies to improve 
communication with families, and encourage teachers and families for an optimal level of 
collaboration (Machen et al., 2005). 
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The Purpose of Education 
The purpose of education is to improve democratic equality, social efficiency, and 
social mobility (Cranston, Mulford, Keating, & Reid, 2010).  Democratic equality is 
defined as a society preparing young people to be active and competent citizens by 
encouraging individuals to be good citizens who promote equity and social justice 
(Cranston, Mulford, Keating, & Reid, 2010).  In addition, Holtzhausen and Meyer (2006) 
explained that the purpose of education contributed to the personal development of the 
learner while preparing for the learner to become an economically active citizen. 
According to Cranston, Mulford, Keating, and Reid (2010), social efficiency is defined as 
preparing young people to be productive workers, so that the individual can be financially 
independent and contribute to the economic development of others. Lastly, social 
mobility is defined as providing individuals with a desirable social position through 
competition in the community (Cranston, Mulford, Keating, & Reid, 2010). 
History of Education and Education Accountability in Turkey  
Turkey was established in 1923 and is considered a developing country.  During 
the first years of the Republic of Turkey, the population was around 12,000,000; the 
literacy rate was 10 percent, and female literacy rate was just 3 percent. According to 
Demirtaş (2008), the new country would educate the new generations as more national 
and secular individuals. The Turkish alphabet was changed from the Arabic alphabet to 
the Latin alphabet in 1928.  The new alphabet simplified the transition to a modern 
education system that promotes the dissemination of information. The new education 
system also provided equal education to students regardless of gender.  
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Aksit (2007) noted that there were around 13 million students at the formal 
primary and secondary education levels with more than 500,000 teachers. Compulsory 
education was expanded to 8 years (5-year elementary and 3-year middle school) in 1997.  
In 2011, the primary (elementary + middle school) education graduation rate was 
98.41%, that is 98.59% for males and 98.22% for females.  The statistics showed that 
graduation and literacy rate had increased.  According to the Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development (OECD), the high school graduation rate was 26% in 
Turkey in 2011.   
Wong and Nicotera (2007) explained that an education system should have high 
expectations, be challenging, and establish specific demands for student outcomes.  
Wong and Nicotera (2007) categorized accountability policies as one of the following: (a) 
bureaucratic, (b) legal, (c) professional, (d) political, (e) moral, and (f) market 
accountability.  The authors explained that bureaucratic accountability included the roles 
of hierarchy, control, rules and regulations, and legal accountability operated school 
accountability with legislations.  Professional accountability includes the responsibility of 
educators about teaching and learning with professional standards.  Moral accountability 
stated that educators improve schools based on their sense of duty.  Market accountability 
was about customer choice based on school performance (Wong & Nicotera, 2007). One 
example cited by Wong & Nicotera (2007) was low performing schools. These schools 
were identified and contracted with universities, non-profit, and for-profit organizations 
to increase student performance and community based organizations. Parents used the 
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information from this program to express their preferences for school selection (Wong & 
Nicotera, 2007). 
Teachers are responsible to teach all students not just a few, to understand ideas 
deeply, and to teach in ways that help different kinds of learners to find pathways and 
improve knowledge. Teachers might motivate students to be more engaged in learning, 
help students to develop positive attitudes about the subjects, and to give students 
feedback about what they need to focus on to improve their understanding of learning 
(Wong & Nicotera, 2007). In addition, the authors explained that teachers might 
encourage students to become competent at self-evaluation.  Teachers need to 
communicate with students about their expectations and goals, and absolutely 
communicate with parents about working collaboratively with the school.  
Wong and Nicotera (2007) said that “education accountability requires that all 
attention and support within the education system be directed at improving instructional 
practices by influencing roles and responsibilities, academic standards, assessments, and 
accountability mechanism” (p. 26).  The first assumption of educational accountability is 
that educators might know their role and be aware to make necessary changes in 
instructional practices (Wong & Nicotera, 2007). The authors explained that the second 
assumption is to increase academic achievement and performance, so the goal was to 
arrange the curriculum, instruction and student assessment for high standards that 
increases student learning and performances.  
In response to new calls for accountability, six standards that serve as a guide for 
school leaders to provide a focus on learning and teaching practices and create safe 
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learning environment were developed by the Council of Chief State School Officers.  The 
Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), (2008) briefly defined the Interstate 
Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards.  First, standard one: “An education 
leader promotes the success of every student by facilitating the development, articulation, 
implementation, and stewardship of a vision of learning that is shared and supported by 
all stakeholders” (CCSSO, 2008, p. 14).  A principal might collaboratively develop a 
shared vision and mission, and monitor the progress and revise it if needed.  Second, 
standard two: “An education leader promotes the success of every student by advocating, 
nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and instructional program conducive to student 
learning and staff professional growth” (CCSSO, 2008, p. 14).  Principals need to create 
and sustain a school culture focused on the learning environment while maximizing time 
spent on instruction. Third, standard three: “An education leader promotes the success of 
every student by ensuring management of the organization, operation, and resources for a 
safe, efficient, and effective learning environment (CCSSO, 2008, p. 14).  School leaders 
must monitor operational systems, obtain human resources, and ensure that resources are 
used efficiently.  Fourth, standard four: “An education leader promotes the success of 
every student by collaborating with faculty and community members, responding to 
diverse community interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources” (CCSSO, 
2008, p. 15).  Principals need to have good communication with families and 
communities, so they can promote the use of the communities’ diverse cultural, social 
and intellectual sources to improve student achievement.  Fifth, standard five: “An 
education leader promotes the success of every student by acting with integrity, fairness, 
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and in an ethical manner” (CCSSO, 2008, p. 15). Principals need to promote ethical 
behaviors that protect democracy, equity and diversity for all students.  Finally, standard 
six: “An education leader promotes the success of every student by understanding, 
responding to, and influencing the political, social, economic, legal, and cultural context” 
(CCSSO, 2008, p. 15).  School leaders must understand and implement local, district, 
state, and national policies to improve student learning. 
Turkey has a centralized education system. Ozdemir, Bulbul and Acar (2009) 
explained that in administrative accountability, supervisors mainly conduct supervision, 
assessment, examination and investigation in schools. There are 400 Ministry-level 
Inspectors for 8,280 high schools and 191,041 high school teachers and approximately 
3,300 primary school inspectors who are responsible for supervising 37,693 pre-schools 
and primary education schools and 456,271 teachers (Ozdemir, Bulbul & Acar, 2009). 
According to Ozdemir, Bulbul and Acar (2009), the investigation report of National 
Ministry of Education in 2008 showed that around 5% of all high schools and around 2% 
of all high school teachers were investigated. The authors claimed that investigation that 
is a part of educational accountability is not sufficient in Turkey.  
The Education for All (EFA) movement is a global commitment to provide a 
quality basic education for all children.  This protocol was drafted in Thailand and signed 
by Turkey in 1990. Turkey has engaged the EFA’s six goals that required: (a) improving 
early childhood education and child care for the most disadvantaged students; (b) 
ensuring that by 2015 all children, especially girls and children in difficult circumstance 
have access to compulsory primary education in good quality; (c) ensuring that all youths 
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and adults have access equitable learning and life skills programs; (d) improving adult 
literacy rate; (e) achieving gender equality, and ensuring girls have equal access to 
education of good quality; and (f) improving all aspects of quality education and provide 
all people have access literacy, numeracy and essential life skill (United Nations 
Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization, 2012).  
Aydagul (2009) claimed that Turkey did not realize EFA’s six goals, so 
compulsory education was increased from five years to eight years. 1,100,000 students 
are enrolled in grades one through eight, 104,000 new classrooms were built, and more 
than 70,000 new teachers were assigned; however, Turkey still had not achieved the goal 
for equal education according to gender, region, and socio-economic status until 2005 
(Aydagul, 2009). After 2005, the government began Haydi Kızlar Okula (Let’s go to 
school, Girls) campaign, and financially supported 856,000 families for the education of 
1, 56 million students (Aydagul, 2009). Aydagul (2009) claimed that the policies are lack 
of assessment on the impact of equal and quality education. 
Haydi Kızlar Okula, the girls’ education campaigns which provided for children’s 
attendance in school and closed the gender gap in education, was started in Turkey by 
collaboratively working with the Ministry of National Education and Convention on the 
Rights of the Child (UNICEF) (The Ministry of National Education, 2011). The protocol 
was signed by the Ministry of National Education and UNICEF on June 17, 2003. The 
Ministry of Education determined that 273,447 children did not go to school.  In this 
case, the Ministry of Education and the Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNICEF) 
started a campaign for girls who did not go to school and had high rates of absenteeism. 
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Although, the campaign seemed to include only girls, it was interested in all children who 
did not go to school and had chronic absenteeism. 
The Ministry of National Education established teams to work for the campaign. 
These teams advertised the campaign in rural areas by collaborating with mayors, 
religious leaders and principals.  They not only identified children who were not going to 
school, but also they identified students who might drop out school. In addition, they 
visited door to door, and persuaded families to send their children to school.  Also, they 
followed these students’ attendance and communicated with the parents.  The committee 
followed the implementation, and reported development to administrators of the Haydi 
Kızlar Okula campaign. According to the Minister of National Education (2011), Haydi 
Kızlar Okula campaign included 222,800 girls in school from 2003 to 2006.  
International Policies 
Turkey signed the protocol of the Convention on the Rights of the Child 
(UNICEF, 2012).  UNICEF explained the mission of convention is the protection of 
children’s rights and to help meet their basic needs while expanding their opportunities to 
reach their full potential (UNICEF, 2012).  Turkey also signed the protocol of the 
Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (United Nations, 2012). “The 
Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities is an international treaty that 
identifies the rights of persons with disabilities as well as the obligations on States parties 
to the Convention to promote, protect and ensure those rights” (United Nations, 2012, 
para. 4).  Also, the convention is to protect and ensure the full and equal enjoyment of all 
human rights of all people with disabilities. 
 27 
 
 
2
7
 
Culture and Education 
Turkey has different cultures, education and schooling systems, majority 
religions, and customs. The city of Konya in Turkey contains farms and is classified as 
rural.  Despite the cultural differences, rural areas face challenges in the provision of 
education.  For example, Ilkkaracan (1998) noted “when rural women actively working in 
agriculture migrate to urban areas, the fact that they are less educated than men virtually 
prevents them from finding paid employment in the official labor force” (p. 67).  Acar 
(2003) explained that parents who do not send their children to school assert many 
reasons such as the high cost of schooling, parental education, geographical location, lack 
of interest in school, unavailability of a proper school, household chores, need to care for 
younger siblings, need to help family in economic activity, customs, religion, etc. Also, 
Ilkkaracan (1998) described what she termed irrational beliefs, for example, people want 
a high number of children although they are not interested in children’s education, and 
girl children are less valued than boy children.  As a matter of fact, when asked about the 
total number of children to men, they only count boys.  Many women also believe when 
they are divorced, they cannot afford life’s expenses by themselves (Ilkkaracan, 1998). 
So, they accept the pressure from their husbands.   
In addition, according to a report of the United Nations Development Program, 
“girls and young women still do not have the same educational rights as their male peers 
in Turkey” (Zengin, 2008). She explained that uneducated young women get married at a 
young age, and that young motherhood also exacerbates health problems, stunted growth, 
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disability, chronic illness, and the recursive problem of lower educational performance in 
their children.  
The Equality of Educational Opportunity, also known as the Coleman Report of 
1966, explored the characteristics of teachers, students, and family with school body 
structure and school facilities from 4,000 public schools with more than 645,000 pupils 
enrolled in 1965.  The findings of the Coleman Report were considered controversial 
because it stated that the most important influence on student achievement was families, 
and to a lesser degree peers. This was misinterpreted by many to mean that schools did 
not matter in student achievement and that barriers to achievement could not be 
overcome.  The research detailed in this literature review reveals that regardless of 
different cultures, schools do indeed matter and parent involvement is a key to increasing 
student achievement and closing achievement gaps. 
 
Theoretical Framework 
“Human development is the process through which the growing person acquires a 
more extended, differentiated and valid conception of the ecological environment, and 
becomes motivated and able to engage in activities.” (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, p. 27).  
Bronfenbrenner (1977) explained the interactions in his Bioecological Theory, he 
described five key systems: (a) Microsystems, (b) Mesosystem, (c) Exosystem, (d) 
Macrosystem, and (e) Chronosystem.  These systems interact with the child and impact 
the child’s growth and development.  Thus, the child is at the center of systems 
(Bronfenbrenner, 1977), and the relationship existing between the family and the school 
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is a powerful factor affecting the capacity of a child to learn at home and at school 
(Bronfenbrenner, 1986).   
The microsystem includes individuals with whom the child has a direct 
relationship such as their parents, peers, and teachers and environment (e.g., home, 
school, workplace, etc.).  The child is growing and developing within this small 
environment. Second, the mesosystem includes the interrelations among major settings 
containing the developing person (e.g., home, school, neighborhood, peers, religious 
affiliation, etc.).  The small settings interactions, for example the relationship between 
teacher and parents, indirectly impact student growth and development (Bronfenbrenner, 
1977). Third, the exosystem is an extension of the mesosystem embracing other specific 
social structures (Bronfenbrenner, 1977). This system includes the major institutions of 
the society such as workplace, neighborhood, government agencies and policies in 
education, and official and unofficial services (Bronfenbrenner, 1977).  Direct and 
indirect links in this system can influence allocation of resources and the making of 
decisions that are responsive of the needs of the developing person (Bronfenbrenner, 
1979).  Finally, the macrosystem includes the economic, social, educational, legal, and 
political systems, and also social interchanges (Bronfenbrenner, 1977).  This system also 
contains culture and subcultures such as norms, beliefs, and customs while including 
official regulations and rules (Bronfenbrenner, 1977).  In conclusion, Bronfenbrenner 
(1977; 1986) explained that children are affected by parents and school independently 
and interactively.  Each interaction between the child and the systems influences the 
child’s development and characteristics (Bronfenbrenner, 1986). 
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The student is also at the center of Epstein’s overlapping spheres model just as in 
Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory.  In Epstein’s model, the student is the main actor for 
her/his education. Because of that the family, school, and community partnerships help to 
establish an effective leaning environment and can motivate students to succeed.  Epstein 
et al. (2009) explained that schools must improve their communications with families and 
the community. Epstein defined three spheres theory, which directly influence student 
learning and development, so school and family ought to conduct high-quality 
communications. If communication is improved between home, school and community, 
students might get common messages of the importance of school, working hard, 
thinking creatively, helping others, and attendance (Epstein et al., 2009).  
According to Epstein et al. (2009), the external and the internal models are 
influential on student academic achievement and behavior. In the external model of 
overlapping spheres, the family, the school, and the community separately and jointly 
affect student learning and development.  
In the internal model, the interaction between the school, the family, and the 
community, and the complex and essential interpersonal relations of influence happen at 
home, at school and in the community.  Therefore, the external model stipulates that 
home, school, and community collaboration both enhances and supports teaching and 
learning while the internal model explains the interaction of interpersonal relations at 
home, at school, and in the community. 
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Defining Parental Involvement 
Parent involvement is defined as requires asking about their children’s homework, 
contacting a teacher, and also, watching every single move a student makes (Knisely, 
2011).  In addition, parent involvement includes parent-student communication, family 
rules with consequences, parental support of academics, parent-school communication 
initiated at a school level versus the teacher level as well as parents checking on 
homework (Knisely, 2011).  The level of parental involvement in education is a 
significant concern among educators, because there is a strong relationship established 
between parental involvement and student success (Knisely, 2011). So, countless 
research studies have shown a consistent relationship between parental involvement 
overall and academic achievement (Jeynes, 2005a).   
Furthermore, parental involvement is an important ingredient for the remedy for 
many problems in education and it has positive influences on students’ academic 
achievement (Fan & Chen, 2001).  On the other hand, Fan and Chen (2001) said that 
parental supervision had a weak relationship with students’ academic achievement; 
though parental aspiration or expectation for children’s educational achievement had a 
considerably stronger relationship with students’ academic achievement (p. 13). 
Additionally, Coleman and McNeese (2009) claimed that “the relationships between 
parental involvement and student motivation and parental involvement and academic 
achievement both showed a negative correlation, which was unexpected” (p. 468). 
On the contrary, parental involvement is an important factor in promoting the 
successful transition of youth with disabilities (Geenen & Powers, 2001), and influences 
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not only student’s motivation but also teacher’s willingness to increase their performance 
(Jeynes, 2005a).  Parent involvement is an efficient social investment with a payoff far 
greater than its costs and it provides students equity and equal opportunity in education 
(Currie, 1997; Desimone, 1999).  Moreover, parent involvement promotes a strong belief 
about children’s well-being (Desimone, 1999; Heclo, 1997).  Michael et al. (2007) 
explained that family, school, and the community partnerships increase resources for 
student learning, strengthen families, and sustain healthier communities.  
 
Parent Demographics 
Parent involvement depends on several factors, and parents’ demographics (e.g., 
parents’ education level, socioeconomic status, and marital status) are unquestionably the 
most significant factors.  Parent and school collaboration promotes student academic 
achievement for low- and high-achieving children across demographic factors (e.g., 
gender, age, and socioeconomic status; Cooper et al., 2010; Crosnoe, 2001; Englund et 
al., 2004; Epstein & Sanders, 2002; Hill et al., 2004; Suizzo & Soon, 2006).  Several 
variations such as: social class, gender, family structure, and age had impact students’ 
school life and learning (Edwards & David, 1997).  According to Crosnoe (2001), parent 
involvement depends on social advantages, in the form of intact families, and parental 
education. 
In addition, Markward and Klein (2006) used data from the Missouri School 
Improvement Program that included more than 88,000 parents’ responses, and the result 
showed a strong relationship between parents’ education level and parental involvement.  
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Previous studies showed that students with lower socioeconomic status (SES) whose 
parents were involved in their education were more successful than are other students.  
Edwards and David (1997) also emphasized that social class and family income were 
important to investigate their effects on parental involvement in children’s education. 
Parent Education Level 
Several studies were conducted to examine the effects of gender, parents’ 
education level and time spent in preschool on six-year-old preschool children’s concept 
development, the results found that parents’ education level created a meaningful 
difference in children’s concept development mean scores (Ayhan, 2008; Baroody & 
Dobbs-Oates, 2009).  In the previous studies, the authors explained that parents who have 
a higher level of education had a positive effect on their children’s interest in literacy 
activities, because these parents show their children how reading is enjoyable and 
important.  Additionally, parents’ education level is one of the important factors for a 
child’s interest in learning activities (Wigfield, Eccles, Schiefele, Roeser, & Davis-Kean, 
2006).  Parent education level is related both directly and indirectly to achievement 
motivation in elementary and secondary school students (Baroody & Dobbs-Oates, 
2009).  As such children of higher educated parents may have had more opportunities to 
become interested in literacy activities, and these parents promoted the notion that 
reading was enjoyable and important.  
Hortacsu (1995) researched the relationship among parents’ education levels, 
parents’ beliefs, children’s cognitions, and their academic achievement in the fourth 
grade in Ankara, Turkey. The author found that parents’ level of education had a positive 
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effect on student achievement.  Parents’ education level was a significant predictor of 
parents’ beliefs, and the results exhibited a positive correlation between parents’ 
education levels, parents’ beliefs, children’s cognitions, and academic achievement 
(Hortacsu, 1995).  In addition, the author claimed that the education level of the mother 
was more influential than the fathers’ education level, because women were primarily 
responsible for child rearing in Turkey. 
In addition, Hill et al. (2004) conducted a longitudinal study of parent academic 
involvement, behavioral problems, achievement, and aspirations that were examined for 
463 adolescents in 7th, 8th, 9th, and 11th grades and their families in Nashville, 
Tennessee; Knoxville, Tennessee; and Bloomington, Indiana. The authors analyzed the 
data using multivariate analyses of covariance (MANCOVAs) and incorporated the data 
as two exogenous variables in the structural equation models (SEMs). Results suggested 
that parents’ education level and socioeconomic status were related significantly to parent 
involvement and adolescents’ achievement.  Adolescents from families with higher 
parental education had fewer behavior problems (social, attention, and aggression) and 
had the highest grades and test scores (Hill et al., 2004).   
Moreover, Cooper (2010) investigated family poverty, school-based parental 
involvement, and policy focused protective factors in kindergarten. Cooper (2010) used 
the data of the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study-Kindergarten Cohort (N= 19,375).  
According to Cooper (2010), “there is a negative association between family poverty and 
school-based parental involvement in education varied according to family and school 
factors targeted by large-scale policy interventions”(p. 480).  Cooper (2010) claimed that 
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poor parents were less involved in their children’s education; nevertheless, poor and 
affluent parents who had a higher level of education had a similar level involvement in 
their children’s education.  In addition, a positive correlation was found between parents’ 
education level and socioeconomic status (Cooper, 2010). 
Socioeconomic Status (SES)  
Demographic characteristics of parents such as socioeconomic status (SES) have 
an impact on student achievement. As such adolescents from less affluent families and 
from different ethnic groups were at risk for lower academic performance, career 
aspirations and completing schools (Albert & Luzzo, 1999; Conger et al., 1993; Hill et 
al., 2004; Jencks & Phillips, 1998; Lent et al., 2000; McLoyd, 1990, 1998; Reynolds, 
Mavro- genes, Bezrucko, & Hagemann, 1996).  McLoyd (1998) noted that family income 
is a variable that has been found to account for differences in children's cognitive 
development and school achievement.  Social and economic stratification had a cluster 
impact children’s reading and math scores, and family income played a great role among 
them (Crosnoe & Cooper, 2010).  In addition, Desimone (1999) explained that the 
relationship between parent involvement and student achievement might be different 
based on the students’ family income level.  She asserted that “parent involvement is 
popular as a point of intervention largely because it is easier to manipulate than other 
sources of inequality that are either intractable or better influenced by macro-level, rather 
than school level policy” (p. 12). 
Furthermore, Cooper (2010) clarified that the lower levels of parent involvement 
during kindergarten may a have negative impact on their children’s transition through the 
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early years of schooling. There was a large academic achievement gap between poor and 
affluent children (Cooper, 2010). The author explained that poverty had effects on all 
domains of child development. For example, these children were at an increased risk for 
physical health problems such as obesity and asthma, mental health problems such as 
depression and anxiety, and behavioral problems. Family poverty also affects children’s 
cognitive and academic outcomes. Also, poor parents have several barriers to 
involvement in their children’s education, due to a lack of financial resources, and social 
support (Hill et al., 2004; Reynolds, 1991). Teachers claimed that poor parents and 
parents who have to work many hours did not attend many school activities due to a lack 
of time (Erdoğan & Demirkasımoğlu, 2010).  Low income parents were not more likely 
to participate in school-based involvement nor did they provide their children with 
cognitively stimulating materials, so these scarcities affected students’ reading 
achievement in the early years of schooling (Cooper et al., 2010). On the other hand, 
Markward and Klein (2006) reported that parents who have higher SES were likely to 
have higher level involvement in their children’s education, and their children had higher 
test scores and lower dropout rates.  
In addition, Cooper (2010) also reported that “Poor parents may work long hours 
in multiple and/or physically demanding jobs”, so they did not have the time or energy to 
be involved in education.  In this case, the authors said that these parents might be less 
optimistic about their children’s future educational life, and might not motivate them for 
schooling.  Also, parental involvement was more influential on inner-city minority and 
low-income students than other students.  
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Cooper et al. (2010) exhibited four measures: (a) school-based involvement, (b) 
providing cognitively stimulating materials, (c) engaging in home-learning activities, and 
(d) organized activities, according to socioeconomic status.  Moreover, Cooper (2010) 
said that the highest mean score on school-based parental involvement (e.g., meeting with 
teachers, attending school events) was followed by high income, middle income and then 
low income parents.   
Marital Status  
Family structure is one of the greatest predictors of students’ academic 
achievement (Jeynes, 2005b).  Students who are from a single-parent, divorced or 
widowed families and never-married single-parent families have lower achievement 
levels (Hetherington, Stanley-Hagan, & Anderson, 1989; Jeynes, 2005b) and school 
attainment (Amato & Keith, 1991).  Divorce and remarriage might affect children’s 
behaviors negatively (Hetherington, Stanley-Hagan, & Anderson, 1989).  In addition, 
Amato and Keith (1991) claimed that many single mothers cannot afford educational 
materials and computer access for their children. So, these students might drop out their 
school to seek employment (Amato & Keith, 1991).  Crosnoe and Cooper (2010) claimed 
that children are at the most risk with low income single mothers, because they might cut 
money from educational funding.   
According to Jeynes (2005b) intact families have a positive impact on their 
children’s academic achievement. Children from intact families obtained the highest test 
scores; children from never-married single parent, widowed remarried, and cohabitation 
families generally obtained the lowest test scores (Jeynes, 2005b).  So, biological parents 
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are stronger than other parents in the moderating role of parent involvement in education, 
and the results exhibited that affluent children were most likely to be living with both 
biological parents (Cooper, 2010).  Also, Jeynes (2005b) claimed that if a single parent 
works, this parent usually does not have time to be involved in her/his child’s education.  
In addition, if a biological parent does not live with her/his child, this parent is less likely 
to be involved in education (Jeynes, 2005b, p. 100).  Many researchers explained that 
intact families were likely more involved in school-based and home learning activities; 
on the contrary, Markward and Klein (2006) claimed that two parent families and single 
parents were generally involved at the school at about same level. 
 
Benefits of Parental Involvement 
Parental involvement has a significant impact on student achievement. Many 
studies indicated that parent involvement increased students’ academic achievement, self-
efficiency, and motivation (Knisely, 2011), and improved overall and academic 
achievement (Jeynes, 2005a). Families have an effect on children’s cognitive, social and 
emotional development, educational engagement, and occupational aspirations, so 
parents’ interactions and activities helped to shape their children’s readiness for school 
(Rosenberg & Lopez, 2010).   
Moreover, home-school relations consensus holds that parents’ involvement and 
participation in their children’s education are unquestionably necessary and beneficial 
(Edwards & David, 1997).  It influences not only student’s motivation but also teacher’s 
willingness to teach (Jeynes, 2005a).  Communication between home and school 
 39 
 
 
3
9
 
promotes information for parents about policies and practices of schools to improve 
student learning and to monitor schooling process (Christenson, 2004).  Also, parental 
involvement has a positive impact on the school as a whole rather than on only the 
involved parent’s child, so it positively affects thr positive school’s climate and also 
influences teachers, particularly their willingness to reach out to other parents (Erdoğan 
& Demirkasımoğlu, 2010). 
In addition, Mo and Singh (2008) explained that parent involvement and students’ 
school engagement influenced students’ school performance. In this study, Mo and Singh 
(2008) used data from the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health about the 
causes of educational and social behaviors of 1971 adolescents in grades 7 through 12 
and their outcomes in young adulthood. The authors used structural equation modeling 
(SEM) to analyze the data.  They found that “all path coefficients were positive, highly 
involved parents motivated their children to higher engagement in their academic work, 
and in turn, the students’ engagement in school led to higher achievement” (p. 7). 
Moreover, parental involvement improved student’s school performance while 
reducing behavioral problems.  Additionally providing support for an adolescents’ 
achievement may also promote career aspirations (Hill et al., 2004; Anderson & Minke, 
2007).  Parental involvement in the early years of schooling promoted not only a child’s 
motivation, self-efficacy, and social behavior, but also improved reading and 
mathematical skills (Cooper et al., 2010; Crosnoe & Cooper, 2010; Hill, 2001).  
According to Englund et al. (2004), a child’s achievement in 1st grade influenced 
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parental involvement and expectations in the 3rd grade while parent involvement in 3rd 
grade directly effects achievement in 3rd grade. 
 
Barriers to Parental Involvement 
There are several barriers to parent involvement.  This included teacher and 
parent relations, cultural differences, parents’ education level, and social and economic 
factors. According to Erdoğan and Demirkasımoğlu (2010), lack of parent involvement is 
a major problem in most schools.  The following factors may cause weak parent 
involvement: (a) parents do not value parent involvement (Crites, 2008); (b) parents leave 
education to the schools and do not take any responsibility (Christenson, 2004; McGhee, 
2007); (c) educators have negative attitudes towards parents (Shannon, 1996; 
Christenson, 2004); (d) a lack of communication between schools and parents; (e) 
cultural differences; and (f) low SES parents who do not have time (Erdoğan & 
Demirkasımoğlu, 2010).  
Teachers claimed that if both parents work, these parents do not usually have time 
to be involved with their child’s education, and furthermore single and widowed parents 
cannot attend school activities (Erdoğan & Demirkasımoğlu, 2010; Jeynes, 2005b).  In 
addition, “Poor parents may work long hours in multiple and/or physically demanding 
jobs”, do not have the time or the energy to be involved with their child’s school or the 
educational activities at home (Cooper, 2010, p. 481).  In this case, the authors said that 
these parents might be less optimistic about their children’s future educational life, and 
might not motivate them for the schooling process. On the other hand, Griffin and Steen 
 41 
 
 
4
1
 
(2010) surveyed 205 counselors, and found that many of the counselors believed that 
school-family-community partnerships were useful and believed in their ability to 
develop partnerships, but they were not involved in school-family-community 
partnerships.  
Lower socioeconomic status is one of the barriers that parents face when 
attempting to influence their children’s education positively. Poor parents have several 
barriers that prevent their involvement in their children’s education including: lack of 
financial resources, and social support (Hill et al., 2004; Reynolds, 1991; Trusty, 1999).  
Cooper (2010) claimed that less educated, poor mothers have difficulty communicating 
with school and they also are not aware of their involvement’s impact on student’s 
academic achievement.  Erdoğan and Demirkasımoğlu (2010) stated that parents were 
unaware of parent involvement in the education process.  In addition, if students do not 
plan to attend a 4-year college program, their families have less involvement in school-
based activities (Markward & Klein, 2006). 
 
Improving Parent Involvement Levels 
There are many reasons for developing partnerships between school, family, and 
community, because “parents can improve school programs and school climate, provide 
family services and support, increase parents’ skills and leadership, connect families with 
others in the school and in the community, and help teachers with their work” (Epstein, 
1995, p. 701).  Positive home-school relationships promote children’s educational 
engagement and increase children’s participation in school activities.  So, parents 
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encourage their children not only in school but also at home by engaging homework and 
school projects (Rosenberg & Lopez, 2010).   
Moreover, Jeynes (2005a) claimed that student’s academic achievement depended 
on the following factors: (a) a positive relationship between the parent and the teacher, 
(b) a sense of teamwork between the parent and the teacher to increase communication, 
and (c) an acknowledgment by the teacher of parental efforts (p. 264).  According to 
Rosenberg and Lopez (2010), an effective family conversation included parents’ 
expectations for their children to promote opportunities for their children to take 
independent responsibility for their schoolwork and to discuss plans for the future.  Such 
a conversation is more influential than helping with homework.  Additionally, Jeynes 
(2005b) noted that parents who attended the schooling process and school events with 
their children could be more influential than direct parent participation. 
Schools are primarily responsible to serve diverse student populations and to 
improve the academic and social outcomes of minority and low-income students 
(Desimone, 1999). As such, schools must offer parental involvement programs that 
encourage parental participation in their children’s education (Jeynes, 2005a).  Schools 
might promote more communication with families to increase parent and community 
involvement (Griffin & Steen, 2010; Holcomb-McCoy, 2007).  In the previous study, 
Griffin and Steen (2010) explained that schools need to overcome the barriers in front of 
the parent involvement to improve learning and teaching and to promote positive 
development if they are to be an integral part of the community. Furthermore, Desimone 
(1999) asserted that educators agree that parent involvement is a mechanism to improve 
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school opportunities and outcomes for all students, so they need to comprehend how 
parent involvement effects differ by family background and characteristics.  In many 
different countries, good partnerships depend on teachers’ attitudes about parents’ 
helpfulness and willingness to involved in their children’s education, and also allow 
students to see that their parents care about their schooling process (Epstein & Sanders, 
1998). 
Epstein et al. (2009) defined six types of school-family-community involvement 
interactions: (a) parenting, (b) communicating, (c) volunteering, (d) learning at home, (e) 
decision-making, and (f) collaborating with the community.  Parenting is helping families 
to establish home environments, to provide students for academic achievement, and to be 
aware of every step of rearing at each age of children (Epstein et al., 2009).  
Communicating is promoting effective forms of school-to-home and home-to-school 
communications about school events and activities (Epstein et al., 2009).  Volunteering is 
organizing parent help and support in the classroom and preparing them to attend 
activities in school (Epstein et al., 2009).  Learning at home is providing information to 
parents and families about how to help their children at home with regard to school 
procedures (Epstein et al., 2009).  Decision-making is preparing parents to be involved in 
the decision-making process about their child’s future and the schooling process (Epstein 
et al., 2009).  Collaborating with the community is identifying, and integrating resources, 
services, and other assets from the community to create a safe learning and teaching 
environment (Epstein et al., 2009). 
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Teachers’ and Parents’ Perceptions of Parental Involvement 
The level of parental involvement in education is a significant concern among 
educators, because they believe that there is a strong relationship between parental 
involvement and student success (Knisely, 2011).  In examining the perceptions of 
teachers and school administrators about effective levels of parent involvement, all 
parties agree that there are positive benefits of parent involvement in education, because 
increased levels of parent involvement have been shown to decrease absenteeism 
(Epstein & Sheldon, 2002b), decrease behavioral problems (Epstein & Sheldon, 2002a), 
and increase academic achievement (Erdoğan & Demirkasımoğlu, 2010).  Furthermore, 
Erdoğan and Demirkasımoğlu (2010) suggested that principals only contact families by 
phone about behavioral problems with children; on the other hand, they complain about 
the weakness of parent involvement.  Principals explained that parents need to visit 
schools very often; nevertheless, parents only come to school when they are called 
(Erdoğan & Demirkasımoğlu, 2010). 
According to Anderson and Minke (2007), parents believed that their involvement 
in their children’s schooling will positively affect their children’s learning and school 
success.  Additionally, Anderson and Minke (2007) researched parent’s decision-making 
about how to be involved in education. The authors surveyed parents of elementary 
school students in an urban district. According to Anderson and Minke (2007), “parents 
and educators define parental involvement differently; parents take a more community-
centric view that included keeping their children safe and getting them to school, whereas 
teachers defined involvement primarily as parental presence at school” (p. 311).  The 
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authors clarified that parents preferred to have more involvement in education at home 
than at school; nevertheless, teacher wanted to see parents at school (Anderson & Minke, 
2007).   
Moreover, Erdoğan and Demirkasımoğlu (2010) explained that parents frequently 
visited schools for lower grades and during the final years for school selection decisions. 
By comparison, teachers reported that parents usually visit schools for students’ grades 
and children’s behavioral problems, homework, and absenteeism. Parents who had higher 
expectations were more involved than other parents (Jeynes, 2003); however, poor 
mothers had difficulty communicating with school and they also were not aware of their 
involvement’s impact on student’s academic achievement (Cooper, 2010). 
 
Conclusion 
The literature demonstrated that there is a correlation between student academic 
achievement and the qualities of parents and social surroundings (Shaw, 2008).  Parent 
involvement decreased student absenteeism and increased student academic achievement 
(Epstein & Sheldon, 2002b; Erdoğan & Demirkasımoğlu, 2010).  Also, parent 
involvement increased students’ self-esteem and it promotes not only student academic 
achievement but also socialization (Erdoğan & Demirkasımoğlu, 2010).  Additionally, 
parental involvement supported the school as a whole regardless of children’s race, 
ethnicity, nationality, family income, or age.  Desimone (1999) explained that an 
effective level of parent involvement may lead to increased student academic 
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achievement, student self-esteem, social leisure activities, and created a safe school 
environment, while decreasing absenteeism, and behavioral problems.  
Each developed country pays attention to education and attempts to raise educated 
citizens. These countries make policies and implement legislation about human education 
rights and make education compulsory for each citizen. Turkey supported parent 
involvement with policies in education. The Haydi Kızlar Okula Act in 2003 in Turkey 
required home, school and community collaboration. In addition, international policies 
such as the protocol of the Convention on the Rights of the Child and the protocol of the 
Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities that provide human education 
rights were signed by Turkey.  
Furthermore, Erdoğan and Demirkasımoğlu (2010) explained that teachers and 
school administrators agreed that parent involvement in the education process is 
essential; however, it is observed that schools do not take initiatives to improve parent 
involvement in Turkey. Additionally, Mo and Singh (2008) stated that schools might 
encourage parents to inform them about their children’s progress during the schooling 
process. Then, Mo and Singh (2008) recommended that school and parents create two-
way communication to support higher school engagement and achievement of young 
adolescents.  Kochanek, Wraight, Wan, Nylen and Rodriguez (2011) said that more than 
90 percent of school improvement plans included potentially effective interventions and 
more than 70 percent of them included extended learning activities about before school, 
after school or summer programs in the Midwest region of the US.  In addition, 
Kochanek et al. (2011) reported that school improvement plans included parent 
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involvement activities such as: (a) parents in decision-making, (b) advisory activities for 
parents, (c) developing parent compacts, (d) identifying budgetary resources for parent 
involvement, (e) providing assistance to parents in understanding state standards, (f) 
monitoring their child’s progress, or working with educators to improve the student’s 
achievement, and (g) educating teachers and staff on the value of parents’ contributions. 
In this study, the researcher used Epstein’s six types of parent involvement model.  
Epstein (1995) defined parent involvement into the six categories: parenting, 
communicating, volunteering, learning at home, decision-making, and collaborating with 
the community. Although, many researchers described parent involvement, Epstein 
focused on each point of parent involvement and promoted partnerships among the home, 
school and community to improve student academic achievement. This study investigated 
the difference in parent involvement, as described by Epstein (parenting, communicating, 
volunteering, learning at home, decision-making, and collaborating with the community) 
among different groups.  
 
Summary 
Countless studies explained the relationship between parent demographics and 
parent involvement.  Nearly all of them agreed that parent involvement positively 
influenced students’ academic achievement and behavior.  These studies highlighted the 
notion that parent involvement might be at different levels and could include different 
activities, according to educational background, and income level.  In this chapter, the 
purpose of education, the definition of parent involvement, relevant theories and policies, 
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parent demographics, benefit of parent involvement, barriers to parent involvement, 
improvement of parent involvement, and teachers’ and parents’ perceptions of parent 
involvement were explained. The next chapter presents the research methodology that 
will be used in this study.  
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CHAPTER THREE 
METHOD 
 
Introduction 
The primary goal of this study was to investigate the Turkish parents’ perceptions 
of their involvement in schooling at elementary grades in rural areas in Turkey.  In 
addition, this study sought to determine the relationship among parent demographics 
(education level, income, marital status, and age) and region, and parent involvement in 
elementary grades in rural areas of Turkey.  The assessment of parent involvement was 
developed by Epstein using her model of parent involvement: (1) parenting, (2) 
communicating, (3) volunteering, (4) learning at home, (5) decision making, and (6) 
collaborating with the community. Parenting, communicating, volunteering, learning at 
home, decision making, and collaborating with the community are dependent variables of 
this study.  The independent variables in this study include, parent education level, family 
income, parent marital status, parent’s age, and region.   This chapter includes a 
description of the sample and the selection of participants, instrumentation, data 
collection, and data analysis. 
 
Research Questions 
The research question is that guided this study was: What is the difference among 
parents’ perceptions when grouped by parent education level, income, marital status, age 
and region on Epstein’s six factors of parent involvement as described (parenting, 
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communicating, volunteering, learning at home, decision making, and collaborating with 
the community) in Turkey? 
To examine the answer to this question, MANOVA was used within each group 
to discern if significant differences exist. “Any worthwhile treatment or substantial 
characteristic will likely affect subjects in more than one way; hence, the need for 
additional criterion (dependent) meassures” (Mertler, & Vannaatta, 2010, p. 117).  In this 
study, Epstein’s six type of parent involvement are the dependent variables.  When more 
dependent variables are considered in combination with each other, this group may differ 
substantially which could result in a statistical difference between groups in the 
MANOVA (Mertler, & Vannaatta, 2010).  Marital status, annual income level, education 
level, and age are the demographic information for the parents, and regions were used in 
the MANOVA analysis. 
Research Hypotheses 
1- There is no statistically significant difference between parents of differing 
education levels with regard to effective level of parental involvement. 
2-  There is no statistically significant difference between parents of differing annual 
income levels with regard to effective level of parental involvement. 
3- There is no statistically significant difference between parents of differing marital 
status with regard to effective level of parental involvement. 
4- There is no statistically significant difference between parents of differing age 
ranges with regard to effective level of parental involvement. 
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5- There is no statistically significant difference between parents of living in 
different rural regions of the city of Konya with regard to effective level of 
parental involvement. 
 
Selection of Participants 
The sample for this study consisted of elementary school parents who lived in 
rural Turkey.  Although the school sample was not random, they were among rural areas 
of the city of Konya, Turkey.  The cities’ profiles help to understand the differences 
between these cities. First, the city of Akşehir ksehir has a population of 94,886 with 
64.9% of the population living in the city center and 35.1% of population living in 
villages around the city.  The illiteracy rate is 4.69% in Akşehir (female illiteracy rate is 
4% and male illiteracy rate is .69%).  60.5% of the population has less than a high school 
degree, 19.4% of the population has graduate degree, 8% of the population has some 
college and bachelor’s degree, and .6% of the population has graduate degree in Akşehir.  
Second, the city of Cihanbeyli has a population of 59,342; 26.4% of the 
population live in the city center and 73.6% of population live in villages around the city.  
The illiteracy rate is 6.3% in Cihanbeyli (female illiteracy rate is 5.6% and male illiteracy 
rate is .7%).  72.2% of the population has less than high school degree, 12.3% of the 
population has graduate degree, 3.5% of the population has some college and bachelor’s 
degree, and .16% of the population has graduate degree in Cihanbeyli.  
Finally, the city of Çumra has a population of 64,597; 46.4% of the population 
live in the city center and 53.5% of population live in villages around the city of Çumra.  
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The illiteracy rate is 4.6% in Çumra (female illiteracy rate is 3.9% and male illiteracy rate 
is .7%).  73.4% of the population has less than high school degree, 14.3% of the 
population has graduate degree, 4.5% of the population has some college and bachelor’s 
degree, and .22% of the population has graduate degree in Çumra.  
A majority of the population in the cities of Çumra and Cihanbeyli work in 
farming and breeding livestock. According to the Turkish Statistical Institute, Akşehir 
has a more educated population than the other two cities; compared to the other two 
cities, a smaller percentage of the population in Akşehir works in farming and breeding 
livestock. In addition, the majority of the population lives in small villages in city of 
Çumra and the city of Cihanbeyli.  The primary job in those areas are farming and 
breading livestock.  The city of Akşehir’s population is almost twice as large as the other 
two other cities; residents there have diverse jobs in business and industry. 
Study participants were solicited in multiple ways.  First, the researcher contacted 
school principals to see if the principal is willing to send a letter to the school community 
inviting them to participate in this study.  After parents agreed, the hard copies of survey 
were sent to them.  Survey was available both electronically and as paper copies.  Every 
attempt was made to obtain a representative sample that includes diversity of age, marital 
status, socio-economic status, and educational level. 
 
Instrumentation 
This study was a survey research design to examine the Turkish parents’ 
perceptions of their involvement in schooling.  The purpose of the study is to produce 
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quantitative descriptions of some aspects of the studied population (Pinsonneault & 
Kraemer, 1993, p. 77). The survey was adapted from the work of Epstein et al. (2009, p. 
324-329).  The survey included Epstein’s six categories of parental involvement with an 
additional category of parental expectations.  The original survey included 53 parent 
involvement statements distributed among six categories of parental involvement: a) 
parenting, b) communicating, c) volunteering, d) learning at home, e) decision making, 
and f) collaborating with the community. The researcher decided some of items did not 
make sense for Turkish education system. In addition, school principals provided 
feedback that the survey was too long when it was applied as a pilot study by the 
researcher.  Moreover, the Ministry of National Education removed the “racial and 
ethnic” component from the following question: Recruits parent leaders for committees 
from all racial, ethnic, socioeconomic, and other groups in the school.  Also, the question 
which asks about parent race/ethnicity in parent demographic section was also removed 
by the Ministry of National Education.  Thus, the researcher removed some questions.  
The survey that was used in this study contain 29 parent involvement statements 
distributed among the six categories of parental involvement: (a) parenting, (b) 
communicating, (c) volunteering, (d) learning at home, (e) decision making, and (f) 
collaborating with the community and 2 questions in parental expectations’ category.   
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Parent involvement survey item mappings 
Dimension Items 
Parenting 1, 2, 3, 4, & 5 
Communicating 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, & 13 
Volunteering 14, 15, 16, & 17 
Learning at Home 18, 19, 20, & 21 
Decision Making 22, 23, 24, 25, & 26 
Collaborating with the Community 27, 28, & 29 
 
The survey questions were based on 5-point Likert scale for perceptions ranging 
from a low score of 1 (never) to a high score of 5 (frequently).  In addition, there was a 
section about parent demographic information.  This section helped the researcher 
investigate the differences between parent involvement and various aspects of parent 
demographics.  The instrument was in English, so a Turkish translation of the instrument 
was also provided for Turkish parents by the researcher. 
These surveys and questionnaires were developed by an expert in this field, Dr. 
Epstein and her colleagues. This instrument has been used in many dissertations and 
studies, so it strengthens the validity of the instruments, and also the anonymity of the 
subjects was kept throughout the research process. The sample adequacy of instrument 
was checked by Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) score. 
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Data Collection Procedure 
The researcher obtained authorization from Clemson University Institutional 
Review Board (IRB) to conduct this study. After the approval from IRB, the researcher e-
mailed a letter to Elementary school principals explaining the intent of the study and 
requesting participation. After the principals confirmed their willingness to participate, 
the researcher began the distribution of parent surveys.  Additionally, study participants 
were solicited through the use of the Parent Teacher Organization (PTO) website and 
through School Improvement Councils.  Both electronical and paper copies of the survey 
were available.  The population target in this study was parents of elementary schools 
students (grades 1-5) currently enrolled in a public school system in rural areas of 
Turkey. 
Parent surveys were delivered to the school and sent home with students. The 
parents received the survey with a request letter explaining the intent of the study and 
requesting participation. Each survey was placed in an envelope and after parents filled it 
out, they returned the envelope to the school. The expected target return rate was more 
than 300 for this study.  After the surveys were returned, the researcher began the process 
of entering the information into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). 
 
Data Analysis 
After the raw data were collected, the researcher began the process of sorting and 
coding the surveys.  Descriptive statistics were used to determine demographic 
characteristics, and the researcher calculated the means and standard deviations for the 
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parent population.  Davidov and Beuckelaer (2010) said that people in different cultural 
groups might interpret survey questions differently because survey questions might have 
different meanings with groups from different cultures and who speak different 
languages.  Davidov and Beuckelaer (2010) explained that if a survey research study 
compares understanding across countries or other cultural groups and involves structural 
relations between certain variables, it is necessary to test the survey instrument for 
equivalence across groups. According to the authors, factor analysis is the most common 
procedure for checking the measurement equivalence of multi-item scales.  Amer, Ingels 
and Mohammed (2009) explained that authors can use factor analysis and Cronbach’s 
alpha to test for reliability and equivalence of survey questions across languages.   
Data analysis proceeded in two steps.  First, a factor analysis was conducted to 
describe variability among correlated variables in order to determine if the responses 
from the 29 items from the parent survey that evaluated Epstein’s six types of parent 
involvement: parenting, communicating, volunteering, learning at home, decision-
making, and collaborating with the community. “Factor analysis is a procedure that 
attempts to reduce the complexity of a multi-variable data set” (Huck, 2011, p.479).  If 
two or more variables are highly related to each other and not related to any other 
variables, the related variables are merged together, and it is called a factor (Huck, 2011).  
Many variables could be represented well by a small number of factors. The reduced data 
set becomes easier to use for analysis and interpretation (Huck, 2011).   
Additionally, Huck (2011) noted that factor analysis might be used in a research 
investigation for one of three main goals: data reduction, instrument development, and 
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trait identification. In this study, the researcher used a survey to collect data. The 
instrument language was English and the researcher translated it into Turkish.  The 
researcher checked the correlation of the questions to understand that the same questions 
had the same means and content for both languages. The data analysis was performed by 
using Principal Component Analysis (PCA) which forms a linear combination of 
variables.  Unique, shared and error variability was analyzed for each observed variable 
in PCA (Mertler, & Vannaatta, 2010, p. 234).  KMO score provided a measure of the 
sample adequacy of the instrument.   
Next, the data analysis made use of Multivariate Analysis of Variance 
(MANOVA) which permits comparisons among two or more dependent variables with a 
linear relationship to examine statistically significant differences among groups (Mertler, 
& Vannaatta, 2010).  Mertler and Vannaatta (2010) noted that the use of several 
univariate analyses might increase the Type I error rate, so MANOVA analysis reduces 
the unwanted error by improving the chances of rejecting a null hypothesis that is false.  
MANOVA analysis was used to investigate the differences in parent involvement among 
independent variables (Huck, 2011).  
 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the perceptions of Turkish parents 
about their involvement in schooling at elementary schools and to explore the differences 
between demographic categories and perceptions of effective involvement. The 
demographic variables were age, education level, income, marital status, and also region 
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where participants live. This chapter also included the selection of participants and a 
description of the population used in this study, instrumentation, the validity and 
reliability of the survey instrument, data collection, the methods used in analyzing the 
data with the research questions, and a summary. The results of this study and the 
analysis of the data are presented in Chapter 4 
.
 59 
 
 
5
9
 
CHAPTER FOUR 
DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 
 
Introduction 
Parent involvement influences a child’s level of engagement during the 
elementary years. Many studies emphasized that parent involvement is a significant 
component in education for students’ academic success and behavior.  Parents impact on 
children’s cognitive, social and emotional development, while also influencing children’s 
educational engagement, and occupational aspirations (Rosenberg & Lopez, 2010).  
Henderson and Mapp (2002) stressed home and school collaboration; the authors said 
that the partnership between school and home promotes students’ academic achievement.  
Parent involvement depends on several factors.  Parents’ demographics (e.g., parents’ 
education level, socioeconomic status, and marital status) and region are some of the 
important factors in their involvement in schooling.  
The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of Turkish parents of 
their involvement in schooling with elementary school students based on Epstein’s 
(1995) six types of parental involvement.  This study used surveys to collect data from 
parents who had children in elementary schools’ parents in a rural setting in Konya, 
Turkey.  
Chapter Four presents the data analysis and findings in the attempt to address the 
following research question:  
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What is the difference among parents’ perceptions when grouped by parent 
education level, income, marital status, age and region on Epstein’s six factors of parent 
involvement (parenting, communicating, volunteering, learning at home, decision 
making, and collaborating with the community) in Turkey? 
To obtain the answer to this question, five hypotheses were tested using the Parent 
Involvement Survey instrument and demographic data from parents.  The independent 
variables consisted of parent demographics (parent education level, income, age, marital 
status, and region where parents live) and the dependent variables were Epstein’s six 
factors of parent involvement.  Each independent variable was defined by Epstein; a 
description follows: 
Parenting: To help families to establish home environments, to provide students 
for academic achievement, and to be aware of every step of rearing at each age (Epstein 
et al., 2009). 
Communicating: To promote effective forms of school-to-home and home-to-
school communications about school events and activities (Epstein et al., 2009). 
Volunteering: To organize parent help and support in the classroom and provide 
them with opportunities to participate activities in school (Epstein et al., 2009). 
Learning at home: To provide information to parents and families on how to help 
their children at home about school procedures (Epstein et al., 2009). 
Decision-making: To provide parents to be involved for the decision-making 
process about their children’s future and the schooling process (Epstein et al., 2009). 
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Collaborating with the community: To identify and to integrate resources, 
services, and other assets from the community to create safe learning and teaching 
environment (Epstein et al., 2009).  
The survey was adapted from the work of Epstein et al. (2009, p. 324-329).  The 
survey includes Epstein’s six categories of parental involvement with an additional 
category of parental expectations. The original survey includes 53 parent involvement 
statements distributed among six categories of parental involvement: (a) parenting, (b) 
communicating, (c) volunteering, (d) learning at home, (e) decision making, and (f) 
collaborating with the community. The researcher decided some of items are not making 
sense for Turkish education system. In addition, the researcher applied a pilot study in 
South Carolina, and school principals gave feedback that the survey was long for parents.  
So, the researcher decreased the question numbers.  The survey that was applied in this 
study contains 29 parent involvement statement distributed among six categories of 
parental involvement: (a) parenting, (b) communicating, (c) volunteering, (d) learning at 
home, (e) decision making, and (f) collaborating with the community and 2 questions in 
parental expectations’ category.   
Research Hypotheses 
1- There is no statistically significant difference between parents of differing 
education levels regarding effective level of parental involvement. 
2-  There is no statistically significant difference between parents of differing annual 
income levels regarding effective level of parental involvement. 
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3- There is no statistically significant difference between parents of differing marital 
statuses regarding effective level of parental involvement. 
4- There is no statistically significant difference between parents of differing with 
age ranges regarding effective level of parental involvement. 
5- There is no statistically significant difference between parents living in different 
regions with regarding effective level of parental involvement. 
The beginning of this chapter was included so that description, including parent 
demographics data of the sample was present. The presentations of data analysis findings 
are addressing the hypotheses. Then, tables and figures are presented to display the 
results of parent involvement.  
Sample and Population 
The selected school districts were in a rural area in the city of Konya, Turkey. The 
Turkish Ministry of Education gave permission to the researcher to collect data from 
selected K-5 schools. The data were collected from elementary school students’ parents 
in three different rural areas of the city of Konya, Turkey. A total of 895 surveys were 
received; 153 of surveys were not useful, because participants did not fill the parent 
demographics part out.  
 63 
 
 
6
3
 
Table 4.1 
Participation of Population 
 Total Surveyed 
N 
Returned 
Survey N 
Participants       
N 
Return Rate 
Percent 
Parents 1100 895 742 67.4% 
 
Data Analysis 
Descriptive statistics were used to determine demographic characteristics; the 
researcher calculated the means and standard deviations for the parent population.  
Second, factor analysis was conducted to describe variability among the correlated 
variables in order to determine if the responses from the 29 items from the Parent survey 
that supported Epstein’s six factors of parent involvement: parenting, communicating, 
volunteering, learning at home, decision-making, and collaborating with the community 
were present.  Finally, Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was used to 
examine the statistically significant differences among groups (Mertler, & Vannaatta, 
2010). 
Descriptive Analysis 
The means and standard deviations of participants’ demographic characteristics 
and the region where parents live in this study are represented in Table 4.2. 
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Table 4.2 
Parent Demographics and Region 
 N Min Max Sum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. 
Error 
Statistic 
ED_LEVE
L 
742 1 5 1396 1.88 .040 1.077 
INCOME 742 1 5 1230 1.66 .031 .837 
AGE 742 1 5 2394 3.23 .024 .651 
MARITAL 742 1 5 832 1.12 .020 .536 
REGION 742 1 3 1239 1.67 .030 .818 
Valid N  742       
 
The frequency and percent on the level of parent education is presented in Table 
4.3.  Three hundred sixty-eight (49.6%) participants did not have a high school diploma, 
199 (26.8%) graduated from high school, 76 (10.2%) had some college coursework, 93 
(12.5%) had bachelor’s degrees, and 6 (0.8%) had graduate degrees.
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Table 4.3 
Participants’ Education Level 
 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid LESS THAN HIGH 
SCHOOL 
368 49.6 49.6 49.6 
HIGH SCHOOL GRAD 199 26.8 26.8 76.4 
SOME COLLEGE 76 10.2 10.2 86.7 
BACHELOR'S 
DEGREE 
93 12.5 12.5 99.2 
GRADUATE DEGREE 6 .8 .8 100 
Total 742 100 100  
 
The frequency and percent on the level of monthly family income is presented in 
Table 4.4.  Three hundred ninety-one  (52.7%) families were low income families, and 
had 1,000 Turkish liras or less monthly; 245 (33%) families had between 1,000 and 2,500 
Turkish liras; 83 (11.2%) families have gotten between 2,500 and 5,000 Turkish liras; 15 
(2%) families had between 5,000 and 10,000 Turkish liras; and 8 (1.1%) families had 
10,000 or more Turkish liras monthly. The last two groups were high-income families.  
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Table 4.4 
Family Income of Participants 
 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 0-1,000 391 52.7 52.7 52.7 
1,000-2,500 245 33.0 33.0 85.7 
2,500-5,000 83 11.2 11.2 96.9 
5,000-10,000 15 2.0 2.0 98.9 
10,000 OR 
MORE 
8 1.1 1.1 100 
Total 742 100 100  
 
The frequency and percent on the parents’ or guardians’ age is presented in Table 
4.5.  Four (.5%) participants were 18 or 19 years old.  These participants were probably 
the brother or sister of the students.  Sixty (8.1%) participants were between 20 and 29 
years of age; four hundred sixty two (62.3%) participants were between 30 and 39 years 
of age and this group had highest number of children who enrolled the elementary school 
in Turkey.  One hundred ninety-six (26.4%) participants were between 40 and 49 years 
old, and 20 (2.7%) parents of guardians were in 50 years and older. 
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Table 4.5 
Participants’ Age 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 18-19 4 .5 .5 .5 
20-29 60 8.1 8.1 8.6 
30-39 462 62.3 62.3 70.9 
40-49 196 26.4 26.4 97.3 
50+ 20 2.7 2.7 100 
Total 742 100 100  
 
The frequency and percent of the marital status of participants is presented in 
Table 4.6.  Six hundred ninety-six (93.8%) participants had been married once, and 20 
(2.7%) participants were remarried.  The cumulative number of married families was 
seven hundred sixteen (96.5%), which reflects the intact family structure is high in 
Turkey.  Thirteen (1.8%) participants were separated, 8 (1.1%) participants were 
widowed, and 5 (0.7%) participants were never married. 
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Table 4.6 
Marital Status of Participants 
 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid married (one 
time) 
696 93.8 93.8 93.8 
remarried 20 2.7 2.7 96.5 
divorced 13 1.8 1.8 98.2 
widowed 8 1.1 1.1 99.3 
never married 5 .7 .7 100.0 
Total 742 100.0 100.0  
 
The frequency and percent of the region where parents live is presented in Table 
4.7.  The data were collected from three different regions of rural areas in the city of 
Konya.  Four hundred eleven (55.4%) participants lived in Çumra region of this study, 
one hundred sixty-five (22.2%) participants lived in Cihanbeyli, a second region, and one 
hundred sixty six (22.4%) participants lived in Akşehir, a third region. 
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Table 4.7 
Region of Participants 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Çumra 411 55.4 55.4 55.4 
Cihanbeyli 165 22.2 22.2 77.6 
Akşehir 166 22.4 22.4 100.0 
Total 742 100.0 100.0  
 
Factor Analysis 
A factor analysis was conducted to evaluate how the 29 items from the parent 
survey were supported by Epstein’s six types of parent involvement: (1) parenting, (2) 
communicating, (3) volunteering, (4) learning at home, (5) decision making, and (6) 
collaborating with the community.  The data were collected from 742 elementary school 
students’ parents in Turkey. A factor analysis was performed using the Principal 
Component extraction method and revealed the presence of 5 factors with eigenvalues 
exceeding 1, explaining a total of 57.897 percent of variance. The Kaiser Meyer Olkin 
(KMO) was 0.959 for sampling adequacy. Cronbach’s alpha was used to check the 
reliability of the study; the reliability was 0.945 of 29 items.  Despite these results 
indicating a strong model, one of the five factors was very weak, according to the Pattern 
Matrix.  Questions 6, 11, 12, 27, 28, and 29 were removed and the factor analysis was 
rerun with Principal Component Analysis.  An inspection of the scree plot displayed a 
clear break after the fourth factor.  KMO was 0.948 with very good communalities, and 
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the reliability was 0.934 of 23 items by using Cronbach’s alpha. Direct Oblimin was used 
as a rotation method to interpret these four factors. 
Each factor is defined by a factor score.  According to Tabachnick and Fidell 
(2006) factors scores can be predicted for each case once the loading matrix is available, 
and regression like coefficients are computed for weighting variable scores to produce 
factor scores. Hatcher (1994) explained that factor analysis provides a factor loading 
score for each item (X). In addition, each item has a correlation by factor coefficient 
score (a).  Each factor coefficient score multiplies by factor loading score of each item, 
and the sum of all items’ multiplies and the addition of error (E) gives the factor score.  
The factor score is presented with the following formula: 
PC = a1X1 + a2X2 + a3X3 + a4X4 + … + a29X29 + E 
I used the factor score as the dependent variable because factor score represents a 
subject’s actual standing on that underlying factor (Hatcher, 1994).  This is a better score 
for the dependent variable because factor score is estimated by creating linear composites 
of the observed variables (Hatcher, 1994).  
After the factor analysis was conducted, the factors were determined according to 
related questions and Epstein’s typology labels. Factor 1 was labeled Parenting, and 
contained six items. The questions in factor 1 appear in Table 4.8.  The reliability of the 
Parenting factor was 0.836 of 6 items by using Cronbach’s alpha.  
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Table 4.8 
Parenting Factor 
Item 
Number 
Item Factor 
Loading 
Q5 Provides families with age-appropriate information on 
developing home conditions or environments that support 
learning 
 
.745 
Q2 Provides information to all families who want or who need it, 
not just to the few who can attend workshops or meetings at 
the school building 
 
.714 
Q1 Conducts workshops or provides information for parents on 
child or adolescent development 
 
.682 
Q3 Asks families for information about children’s goals, 
strengths, and talents 
 
.652 
Q4 Sponsors home visiting programs or neighborhood meetings 
to help families understand schools and to help schools 
understand families 
 
.632 
Q7 Has clear two-way channels for communications from home 
to school and from school to home 
 
.619 
 Eigenvalue = 9.501 
Percent of Variance = 41.307 
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Factor 2 was labeled the Decision-Making, and contained six items. The questions 
that were included in Factor 2 appear in Table 4.9.  The reliability of Decision-Making 
factor was 0.828 of 6 items by using Cronbach’s alpha.  
Table 4.9 
Decision-Making Factor 
Item 
Number 
Item Factor 
Loadin
g 
Q23 Includes parent representatives on the school’s council, 
improvement team, or other committees 
 
.770 
Q24 Recruits parent leaders for committees from all 
socioeconomic, and other groups in the school 
 
.714 
Q22 Has an active PTA, PTO, or other parent organization .662 
Q8 Conducts a formal conference with every parent at least 
once a year 
 
.622 
Q25 Deals with conflict openly and respectfully .459 
Q26 Develops the school’s plan and program of family and 
community involvement with input from educators, parents, 
and others 
 
.403 
 Eigenvalue = 1.500 
Percent of Variance = 6.523 
 
 
Factor 3 was a mix of three questions relating to Communicating and four 
questions relating to the Volunteering, and overall contained seven items. The questions 
in Factor 3 appear in Table 4.10.  The researcher labeled this factor as School Interaction. 
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The reliability of the School Interaction factor was 0.852 of 7 items by using Cronbach’s 
alpha. 
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Table 4.10 
School Interactions Factor 
Item 
Number 
Item Factor 
Loadin
g 
Q15 Provides a parent or family room for volunteers and family 
members to meet and work, and to access resources about 
parenting, tutoring, and related topics 
 
.753 
Q13 Produces a regular school newsletter with up-to-date 
information about the school, special events, organizations, 
meetings, and parenting tips 
 
.698 
Q14 Conducts annual surveys to identify interests, talents, and 
availability of parent volunteers to match their skills and 
talents with school and classroom needs 
 
.696 
Q17 Thanks volunteers for their time and efforts .618 
Q10 Conducts an orientation for new parents .497 
Q16 Schedules special events at different times of the day and 
evening so that all families can attend as audiences 
 
.461 
Q9 Conducts an annual survey for families to share information 
and    concerns about student needs, reactions to school 
programs, and     satisfaction with their involvement in school 
and at home 
 
.418 
 Eigenvalue = 1.364 
Percent of Variance = 5.931 
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The last factor was labeled Learning at Home and contained four items. The 
questions that were included in Factor 4 appear in Table 4.11.  The reliability of the 
Learning at Home factor was 0.848 of 4 items by using Cronbach’s alpha.  
Table 4.11 
Learning at Home 
Item 
Number 
Item Factor 
Loadin
g 
Q19 Asks parents to focus on reading, listen to children read, or 
read aloud with their child 
 
.786 
Q18 Provides information to families on how to monitor and 
discuss schoolwork at home 
 
.724 
Q20 Assists families in helping students set academic goals and 
select courses and programs 
 
.701 
Q21 Provides information and ideas for families to talk with 
students about college, careers, postsecondary plans 
 
.654 
 Eigenvalue = 1.065 
Percent of Variance = 4.628 
 
 
Multivariate Analysis 
After the factor analysis was conducted, the factors were determined according to 
related questions.  The four results factors were named Parenting, School Interactions, 
Decision-Making, Learning at Home. The second factor was a mix of three questions 
relating to Communicating and four questions relating to Volunteering on the original 
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survey. These four new factors were the dependent variables of this study.  Then, the full 
Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was conducted.   
The output of MANOVA includes the test for homogeneity of variance (Box’s 
test), so the interpretations begins with the results of Box’s test (Mertler & Vannaatta, 
2010).  The results of the Box’s test of equality of variance, F (360, 13082.290) = 1.228, 
p = 0.002.  The Box’s test was significant and the groups were unequal, so the Pillai’s 
Trace was chosen. The results of the Box’s test are summarized in Table 4.12. “The 
multivariate normality implies that the sampling distribution of the means of each 
dependent variable in each cell is normally distributed” (Mertler & Vannaatta, 2010, p. 
122), because of the possible violation of normality might be assessed by interpreting the 
results of Box’s test.  Nonetheless, Mertler and Vannaatta (2010) explained that a 
violation of this assumption of homoscedasticity will not prove fatal to analysis; despite 
this, a more robust multivariate test statistics, Pillai’s Trace, was used to interpret the 
multivariate results. 
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Table 4.12 
Box’s Test of Multivariate Analysis of Parent Involvement 
Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matricesa 
Box's M 554.971 
F 1.228 
df1 360 
df2 13082.290 
Sig. .002 
 
Note. Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices  
of the dependent variables are equal across groups.
a  
 
 
The results of the multivariate test of parent involvement indicated that family 
income [Pillai’s Trace = 0.047, F (16, 2424) = 1.814, p = 0.024, partial ƞ2 = 0.012] is 
significantly affecting the combined dependent variables of Parenting, Decision-Making, 
School Interactions and Learning at Home.  Education level by Age interaction [Pillai’s 
Trace = 0.08, F (28, 2424) = 1.765, p = 0.008, partial ƞ2 = 0.020] is significantly 
affecting the combined dependent variables of Parenting, Decision-Making, School 
Interactions and Learning at Home.  Income by Age interaction [Pillai’s Trace = 0.079, F 
(28, 2424) = 1.738, p = 0.01, partial ƞ2 = 0.020] is significantly affecting the combined 
dependent variables of Parenting, Decision-Making, School Interactions and Learning at 
Home.  Education level by Income by Age interaction [Pillai’s Trace = 0.064, F (24, 
2424) = 1.652, p = 0.024, partial ƞ2 = 0.016], and Income by Age by Region interaction 
[Pillai’s Trace = 0.067, F (28, 2424) = 1.48, p = 0.05, partial ƞ2 = 0.017] significantly 
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affect the combined dependent variables of Parenting, Decision-Making, School 
Interactions and Learning at Home.  Education level, Marital status, Age, and Region do 
not statistically affect the combined dependent variables of Parenting, Decision-Making, 
School Interactions and Learning at Home. The results of multivariate test of parent 
involvement are presented in Table 4.13. 
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Table 4.13 
Multivariate Test of Parent Involvement 
Multivariate Tests
a
 
Effect Value F Hypothesis 
df 
Error df Sig. Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter 
Observed 
Power
d
 
Intercept Pillai's Trace .008 1.146
b
 4.000 603.000 .334 .008 4.585 .362 
ED_LEVEL Pillai's Trace .036 1.377 16.000 2424.000 .143 .009 22.028 .861 
INCOME Pillai's Trace .047 1.814 16.000 2424.000 .024 .012 29.021 .953 
AGE Pillai's Trace .015 .585 16.000 2424.000 .898 .004 9.356 .413 
MARITAL Pillai's Trace .037 1.402 16.000 2424.000 .131 .009 22.428 .869 
REGION Pillai's Trace .006 .436 8.000 1208.000 .900 .003 3.490 .207 
ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME 
Pillai's Trace .080 1.369 36.000 2424.000 .071 .020 49.294 .990 
ED_LEVEL * 
AGE 
Pillai's Trace .080 1.765 28.000 2424.000 .008 .020 49.411 .995 
ED_LEVEL * 
MARITAL 
Pillai's Trace .027 1.368 12.000 1815.000 .174 .009 16.418 .769 
  
8
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ED_LEVEL * 
REGION 
Pillai's Trace .049 1.063 28.000 2424.000 .376 .012 29.754 .899 
INCOME * AGE Pillai's Trace .079 1.738 28.000 2424.000 .010 .020 48.656 .994 
INCOME * 
MARITAL 
Pillai's Trace .019 .704 16.000 2424.000 .792 .005 11.268 .502 
INCOME * 
REGION 
Pillai's Trace .052 1.132 28.000 2424.000 .289 .013 31.695 .922 
AGE * MARITAL Pillai's Trace .041 1.258 20.000 2424.000 .197 .010 25.164 .883 
AGE * REGION Pillai's Trace .055 1.410 24.000 2424.000 .089 .014 33.848 .956 
MARITAL * 
REGION 
Pillai's Trace .041 1.049 24.000 2424.000 .397 .010 25.175 .853 
ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME * AGE 
Pillai's Trace .064 1.652 24.000 2424.000 .024 .016 39.646 .983 
ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME * 
REGION 
Pillai's Trace .057 .970 36.000 2424.000 .521 .014 34.907 .922 
ED_LEVEL * 
AGE * REGION 
Pillai's Trace .073 1.248 36.000 2424.000 .148 .018 44.933 .980 
ED_LEVEL * 
MARITAL * 
Pillai's Trace .009 1.310
b
 4.000 603.000 .265 .009 5.241 .411 
  
8
1
 
REGION 
INCOME * AGE 
* REGION 
Pillai's Trace .067 1.480 28.000 2424.000 .050 .017 41.431 .981 
AGE * MARITAL 
* REGION 
Pillai's Trace .005 .786
b
 4.000 603.000 .535 .005 3.142 .253 
ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME * AGE 
* REGION 
Pillai's Trace .027 .832 20.000 2424.000 .676 .007 16.633 .667 
Note. Computed using alpha = .05 
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A post hoc analysis was conducted using the Tukey procedure, to determine 
where the differences were within the parenting and the school interactions factors for 
family income. However, the results of the post hoc test might be inaccurate because of 
the violation of the equal variance assumption, as indicated by the Levene’s Test of equal 
variance, and the interpretation of the result are presented with this caveat.   
Table 4.14 
The Normality Test of Parent Involvement 
Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 
 F df1 df2 Sig. 
Parenting 1.498 135 606 .001 
Decision_Making 2.015 135 606 .000 
School_Interactions 1.491 135 606 .001 
Learning_at_Home 1.887 135 606 .000 
Note. Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across 
groups.
a
  
 
 
A Univariate Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted as a follow-up test. 
Income [F (4, 606) = 3.131, p = 0.015, partial ƞ2 = 0.020] significantly affects the 
Parenting, and also [F (4, 606) = 2.62, p = 0.034, partial ƞ2 = 0.017] significantly affects 
the School Interactions.  Education by Income interaction [F (9, 606) = 2.45, p = 0.01, 
partial ƞ2 = 0.035], and Education by Marital status interaction [F (3, 606) = 2.833, p = 
0.038, partial ƞ2 = 0.014] significantly affects the Learning at home.  In addition, 
Education by Age interaction [F (7, 606) = 3.23, p = 0.002, partial ƞ2 = 0.036] 
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significantly affects the Decision-Making, and Income by Region interaction [F (7, 606) 
= 2.057, p = 0.046, partial ƞ2 = 0.023] significantly affects the School Interactions.  
Education by Age by Region interaction [F (9, 606) = 1.954, p = 0.042, partial ƞ2 = 
0.028] significantly affects the School Interactions, and Income by Age by Region 
interaction [F (7, 606) = 2.165, p = 0.036, partial ƞ2 = 0.024] significantly affects the 
Decision-Making, and also [F (7, 606) = 2.345, p = 0.023, partial ƞ2 = 0.026] 
significantly affects the Learning at home.  The results of Univariate ANOVA are 
presenting on Table 4.14.  Moreover, the profile of plots are also going be presented 
about the significant independent variables on dependent variables.  
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Table 4.15 
Parent Demographics’ and Regional Effects on Parent Involvement 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Source Dependent 
Variable 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter 
Observed 
Power
e
 
Corrected Model Parenting 180.133
a
 135 1.334 1.442 .002 .243 194.628 1.000 
Decision Making 172.679
b
 135 1.279 1.364 .008 .233 184.128 1.000 
School 
Interactions 
207.104
c
 135 1.534 1.741 .000 .279 235.074 1.000 
Learning at 
Home 
197.298
d
 135 1.461 1.629 .000 .266 219.905 1.000 
Intercept Parenting .255 1 .255 .276 .600 .000 .276 .082 
Decision Making .319 1 .319 .341 .560 .001 .341 .090 
School 
Interactions 
.056 1 .056 .064 .801 .000 .064 .057 
Learning at 
Home 
2.070 1 2.070 2.307 .129 .004 2.307 .329 
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ED_LEVEL Parenting 5.002 4 1.250 1.351 .250 .009 5.404 .423 
Decision Making 3.605 4 .901 .961 .428 .006 3.844 .306 
School 
Interactions 
2.359 4 .590 .669 .613 .004 2.677 .219 
Learning at 
Home 
7.006 4 1.751 1.952 .100 .013 7.808 .589 
INCOME Parenting 11.591 4 2.898 3.131 .015 .020 12.523 .818 
Decision Making 5.491 4 1.373 1.464 .212 .010 5.855 .456 
School 
Interactions 
9.231 4 2.308 2.620 .034 .017 10.478 .735 
Learning at 
Home 
3.733 4 .933 1.040 .386 .007 4.161 .330 
AGE Parenting .203 4 .051 .055 .994 .000 .219 .061 
Decision Making 3.238 4 .809 .863 .486 .006 3.452 .276 
School 
Interactions 
4.869 4 1.217 1.382 .239 .009 5.527 .432 
Learning at 
Home 
2.270 4 .568 .633 .639 .004 2.530 .208 
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MARITAL Parenting 6.020 4 1.505 1.626 .166 .011 6.504 .502 
Decision Making 2.543 4 .636 .678 .607 .004 2.712 .221 
School 
Interactions 
4.823 4 1.206 1.369 .243 .009 5.475 .429 
Learning at 
Home 
2.691 4 .673 .750 .558 .005 3.000 .242 
REGION Parenting .358 2 .179 .193 .824 .001 .387 .080 
Decision Making 1.995 2 .997 1.064 .346 .003 2.127 .237 
School 
Interactions 
.448 2 .224 .254 .776 .001 .508 .090 
Learning at 
Home 
.264 2 .132 .147 .863 .000 .294 .073 
ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME 
Parenting 14.427 9 1.603 1.732 .079 .025 15.588 .791 
Decision Making 12.697 9 1.411 1.504 .143 .022 13.539 .719 
School 
Interactions 
14.471 9 1.608 1.825 .061 .026 16.425 .816 
Learning at 
Home 
19.779 9 2.198 2.450 .010 .035 22.046 .929 
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ED_LEVEL * AGE Parenting 11.287 7 1.612 1.742 .097 .020 12.195 .713 
Decision Making 21.203 7 3.029 3.230 .002 .036 22.609 .955 
School 
Interactions 
5.851 7 .836 .949 .468 .011 6.641 .414 
Learning at 
Home 
3.628 7 .518 .578 .774 .007 4.044 .252 
ED_LEVEL * 
MARITAL 
Parenting 3.812 3 1.271 1.373 .250 .007 4.118 .366 
Decision Making 2.936 3 .979 1.044 .373 .005 3.131 .284 
School 
Interactions 
3.170 3 1.057 1.200 .309 .006 3.599 .323 
Learning at 
Home 
7.627 3 2.542 2.833 .038 .014 8.500 .680 
ED_LEVEL * 
REGION 
Parenting 10.598 7 1.514 1.636 .122 .019 11.451 .680 
Decision Making 2.623 7 .375 .400 .903 .005 2.797 .179 
School 
Interactions 
10.909 7 1.558 1.769 .091 .020 12.382 .720 
Learning at 
Home 
3.299 7 .471 .525 .816 .006 3.677 .230 
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INCOME * AGE Parenting 11.914 7 1.702 1.839 .077 .021 12.873 .741 
Decision Making 11.001 7 1.572 1.676 .112 .019 11.730 .692 
School 
Interactions 
9.762 7 1.395 1.583 .138 .018 11.080 .662 
Learning at 
Home 
9.531 7 1.362 1.518 .158 .017 10.623 .640 
INCOME * 
MARITAL 
Parenting 3.127 4 .782 .845 .497 .006 3.379 .271 
Decision Making .958 4 .239 .255 .906 .002 1.021 .106 
School 
Interactions 
1.043 4 .261 .296 .881 .002 1.184 .116 
Learning at 
Home 
2.004 4 .501 .558 .693 .004 2.234 .187 
INCOME * 
REGION 
Parenting 11.830 7 1.690 1.826 .080 .021 12.782 .737 
Decision Making 11.935 7 1.705 1.818 .081 .021 12.726 .735 
School 
Interactions 
12.686 7 1.812 2.057 .046 .023 14.400 .796 
Learning at 
Home 
5.608 7 .801 .893 .512 .010 6.251 .389 
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AGE * MARITAL Parenting 2.162 5 .432 .467 .801 .004 2.336 .177 
Decision Making .600 5 .120 .128 .986 .001 .640 .080 
School 
Interactions 
4.660 5 .932 1.058 .383 .009 5.290 .380 
Learning at 
Home 
7.928 5 1.586 1.767 .118 .014 8.836 .610 
AGE * REGION Parenting 4.020 6 .670 .724 .630 .007 4.344 .289 
Decision Making 9.415 6 1.569 1.673 .125 .016 10.039 .641 
School 
Interactions 
8.843 6 1.474 1.673 .125 .016 10.038 .640 
Learning at 
Home 
5.946 6 .991 1.104 .358 .011 6.627 .440 
MARITAL * 
REGION 
Parenting .941 6 .157 .169 .985 .002 1.017 .094 
Decision Making 7.052 6 1.175 1.253 .277 .012 7.519 .496 
School 
Interactions 
5.206 6 .868 .985 .435 .010 5.909 .393 
Learning at 
Home 
6.772 6 1.129 1.258 .275 .012 7.548 .498 
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ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME * AGE 
Parenting 5.356 6 .893 .964 .448 .009 5.787 .385 
Decision Making 9.514 6 1.586 1.691 .121 .016 10.144 .646 
School 
Interactions 
8.850 6 1.475 1.674 .125 .016 10.046 .641 
Learning at 
Home 
9.940 6 1.657 1.846 .088 .018 11.079 .692 
ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME * 
REGION 
Parenting 8.290 9 .921 .995 .443 .015 8.957 .501 
Decision Making 5.451 9 .606 .646 .758 .010 5.812 .323 
School 
Interactions 
9.516 9 1.057 1.200 .292 .018 10.801 .597 
Learning at 
Home 
9.670 9 1.074 1.198 .294 .017 10.778 .596 
ED_LEVEL * AGE 
* REGION 
Parenting 10.195 9 1.133 1.224 .277 .018 11.015 .608 
Decision Making 8.834 9 .982 1.047 .401 .015 9.419 .526 
School 
Interactions 
15.492 9 1.721 1.954 .042 .028 17.585 .847 
Learning at 
Home 
14.726 9 1.636 1.824 .061 .026 16.413 .816 
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ED_LEVEL * 
MARITAL * 
REGION 
Parenting .509 1 .509 .550 .459 .001 .550 .115 
Decision Making .001 1 .001 .001 .971 .000 .001 .050 
School 
Interactions 
2.314 1 2.314 2.627 .106 .004 2.627 .366 
Learning at 
Home 
.603 1 .603 .672 .413 .001 .672 .130 
INCOME * AGE * 
REGION 
Parenting 10.415 7 1.488 1.608 .130 .018 11.253 .670 
Decision Making 14.210 7 2.030 2.165 .036 .024 15.152 .820 
School 
Interactions 
12.312 7 1.759 1.996 .053 .023 13.975 .782 
Learning at 
Home 
14.728 7 2.104 2.345 .023 .026 16.416 .855 
AGE * MARITAL * 
REGION 
Parenting .497 1 .497 .537 .464 .001 .537 .113 
Decision Making .835 1 .835 .891 .346 .001 .891 .156 
School 
Interactions 
.492 1 .492 .559 .455 .001 .559 .116 
Learning at 
Home 
.351 1 .351 .391 .532 .001 .391 .096 
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ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME * AGE * 
REGION 
Parenting 3.199 5 .640 .691 .630 .006 3.457 .252 
Decision Making 4.032 5 .806 .860 .508 .007 4.300 .310 
School 
Interactions 
6.002 5 1.200 1.363 .237 .011 6.813 .484 
Learning at 
Home 
5.898 5 1.180 1.315 .256 .011 6.574 .468 
Error Parenting 560.867 606 .926      
Decision Making 568.321 606 .938      
School 
Interactions 
533.896 606 .881      
Learning at 
Home 
543.702 606 .897      
Total Parenting 741.000 742       
Decision Making 741.000 742       
School 
Interactions 
741.000 742       
Learning at 
Home 
741.000 742       
  
 
9
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Corrected Total Parenting 741.000 741       
Decision Making 741.000 741       
School 
Interactions 
741.000 741       
Learning at 
Home 
741.000 741       
Note. a. R Squared = .243 (Adjusted R Squared = .074) 
b. R Squared = .233 (Adjusted R Squared = .062) 
c. R Squared = .279 (Adjusted R Squared = .119)  
d. R Squared = .266 (Adjusted R Squared = .103) 
e. Computed using alpha = .05
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Profile Plots 
Income significantly affects the Parenting. Parents who earned between 1,000-
2,500 and over 10,000 Turkish liras monthly are more effective than other income groups 
on the parenting component of parent involvement.  On the other hand, parents who 
earned 5,000-10,000 Turkish liras monthly were less likely to be involved in schooling 
than others.  Figure 4.1 illustrates the income level difference on the Parenting factor. 
 
Figure 4.1. The Difference of Income on Parenting  
Income level also significantly affects the School Interactions. Parents who earn 
1,000-2,500 and over 10,000 Turkish liras monthly score higher on parent involvement 
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than do other groups.  However, parents who earned 2,500-5,000 Turkish liras monthly 
were less involved than others in the school interactions of parent involvement.  The 
income level of difference on the School Interactions factor is displayed in the figure 4.2. 
 
Figure 4.2. The Difference of Income Level on School Interactions 
The interaction between income and education level is significant for the 
Learning at home variable. The learning at home factor had negative factor score in the 
factor analysis, so the interpretation of this variable is adjusted accordingly. Parents who 
had bachelor’s and graduate degrees and also earned 5,000-10,000 lira had lower scores 
on the learning at home factor of parent involvement.  On the other hand, parents who 
had high incomes and had some college, bachelor’s, and graduate degrees were highly 
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involved in learning at home when compared to others.  Nonetheless, high income level 
parents who had high school degree were less likely to be engaged their children’s 
education at home. Figure 4.3 illustrates the interaction between income and parent 
education level as well as the differences on the learning at home factor. 
 
Figure 4.3. The Difference of the Interaction between Income and Education Level on 
Learning at Home 
 
The interaction between age and education level is significant on Decision-
Making. The involvement of parents who had less than a high school degrees decreases 
in older age groups for the Decision-Making process.  In addition, parents who had some 
college and bachelor’s degrees were consistently involved in the Decision-Making 
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process at different age levels.  Nonetheless, the involvement of parents who had high 
school degree in Decision-Making process is different for different age groups. Parents 
who had graduate degrees and were between 30 and 39 group of age were more likely 
involved in Decision-Making process. The differences of the interaction between parent 
education level and age on the Decision-Making factor are illustrated in the figure 4.4. 
 
Figure 4.4. The Difference of the Interaction between Education Level and Age on 
Decision Making 
 
The interaction between marital status and education level is significant for the 
Learning at Home factor.  The Learning at Home factor was negative in the factor 
analysis and was interpreted accordingly.  Married parents’ involvement in the learning at 
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home factor was highly stable for different education levels.  In addition, remarried 
parents who had some college were more involved in learning at home than others.  
However, never married, divorced, and widowed parents were less likely to be involved 
in learning at home for the different education levels. Figure 4.5 illustrates the interaction 
between age and parent education level differences on the learning at home factor. 
 
Figure 4.5. The Difference of the Interaction between Education Level and Marital Status 
on Learning at Home 
 
The interaction between income and region is significant on the School 
Interactions. High income families who live in different regions had on important impact 
on the School Interactions factor of parent involvement.  Additionally, high income 
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parents were most likely to be involved on the School Interactions in Akşehir, Konya.  
On the other hand, the involvement of parents on the School Interactions is not quite in 
different regions. The differences of the interaction between parent education level and 
age on the School Interactions factor are presented in the figure 4.6. 
 
Figure 4.6. The Difference of the Interaction between Income and Region on School 
Interactions 
 
The interaction among education level, age, and region is significant on the 
School Interactions factor. Parents who had some college and graduate degrees were 
most likely affecting on the School Interactions factor of parent involvement for different 
age groups in Çumra, Konya.  Additionally, parents who had less than high school 
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degrees in different age groups were not more affective in School Interactions, but their 
involvement was stable on the School Interactions in Çumra, Konya.  On the other hand, 
the involvement of parents who had high school degrees on the School Interactions factor 
was less than other education levels for different age groups in Çumra, Konya. The 
differences of the interaction among education level, age, and region on the School 
Interactions factor are presented in the figure 4.7. 
 
Figure 4.7. The Difference of the Interaction among Education Level, Age, and Region 
on School Interactions 
 
The interaction among education level, age, and region is significant on the 
School Interactions. Parents who had different education levels, except less than high 
school degree, were less likely involved on the School Interactions factor of parent 
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involvement between 30 and 39, and 50 and more age groups in Cihanbeyli, Konya.  
Additionally, parents who had bachelor’s degrees in older age groups were low involved 
group in School Interactions in Cihanbeyli, Konya.  The differences of the interaction 
among education level, age, and region on the School Interactions factor are illustrated in 
the figure 4.8. 
 
Figure 4.8. The Difference of the Interaction among Education Level, Age, and Region 
on School Interactions  
 
The interaction among education level, age, and region is significant on the 
School Interactions. Parents who had bachelor’s degrees were most likely to be involved 
in School Interactions of parent involvement for 20-29 age groups in Akşehir, Konya.  
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Although, parents who had some college degrees in the 30-39 age group were involved 
per the factor of School Interactions, parents who had same education level and were 
between 40-49 age group were not involved per their score in School Interactions in 
Akşehir, Konya.  The differences of the interaction among education level, age, and 
region on the School Interactions factor are presented in the figure 4.9. 
 
Figure 4.9. The Difference of the Interaction among Education Level, Age, and Region 
on School Interactions  
 
The interaction among income, age, and region is significant on the Decision-
Making factor and the Learning at Home factor in the Çumra district.  In the Çumra 
district, parents who had different income levels and were between 30-49 years of age 
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involved on the Decision-Making process of parent involvement more than other age 
groups.  The differences of interaction among income, region and age in the Decision-
Making factor are illustrated in figure 4.10.   
 
Figure 4.10. The Difference of the Interaction among Income, Age, and Region on 
Decision Making 
 
In addition, middle income and high income families were less involved in 
Learning at Home process than low income families for different age levels in the Çumra 
district.  Nonetheless, low income families were involved the Learning at Home process 
as well, especially in older age groups. The differences of the interaction among income, 
region and age on the Learning at Home factor are shown in figure 4.11.   
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Figure 4.11. The Difference of the Interaction among Income, Age, and Region on 
Learning at Home 
 
The interaction among income, age, and region is significant on the Decision-
Making factor and the Learning at Home factor in the Cihanbeyli district. Middle and 
high income families for different age groups were clearly involved in the Decision-
Making process of parent involvement more than other low income families in the 
Cihanbeyli district.  The differences in the interaction among income, region and age on 
the Decision-Making factor are illustrated in the figure 4.12. 
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Figure 4.12. The Difference of the Interaction among Income, Age, and Region on 
Decision Making  
 
Moreover, the involvement in the Learning at Home process is changing for 
different age and income levels in the Cihanbeyli district.  Although, high income 
families were highly involved in the Learning at Home process in the 30-39 age group, 
the high income parents who were between 40-49 years of age were less likely involved 
in the Learning at Home of parent involvement in Cihanbeyli district.  On the other hand, 
low income families’ involvement in the Learning at Home process was stable for 
different age groups in the Cihanbeyli district. The differences of the interaction among 
income, region and age in the Learning at home factor are illustrated in the figure 4.13.   
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Figure 4.13. The Difference of the Interaction among Income, Age, and Region on 
Learning at Home  
 
The interaction among income, age, and region is significant on the Decision-
Making factor and the Learning at Home factor in the Akşehir district. High income 
families for different age groups were more involved in the Decision-Making process of 
parent involvement than other parents.  Middle income families were only involved the 
Decision Making process in the 40-49 age groups. The differences of the interaction 
among income, region and age on the Decision-Making factor are presented in the figure 
4.14. 
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Figure 4.14. The Difference of the Interaction among Income, Age, and Region on 
Decision Making  
 
Furthermore, high income families were also significantly involved in the 
Learning at Home process within the different age groups in the Akşehir district.  Middle 
income families were involved the Learning at Home process except 30-39 age group, 
and low income families were  involved the Learning at Home process except for the 40-
49 age group in the Akşehir district. The differences of the interaction among income, 
region and age on the Learning at home factor are illustrated in the figure 4.15.   
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Figure 4.15. The Difference of the Interaction among Income, Age, and Region on 
Learning at Home 
 
Qualitative Analysis 
The parents’ reflections 
Although this study was designed to gather quantitative data with using the parent 
survey instrument, the survey included a reflection that component two open-ended 
questions.  Many participants made their remarks and observations about the factors that 
support or restrict their involvement in schooling. As a general pattern, the parents agreed 
that parent involvement has a positive impact on student academic achievement and 
support the education process. In spite of the fact that many parents briefly commented 
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the common factors, other provided specific comments regarding their personal 
experience.  
For example, one parent commented: 
The growth and development of a child begins in the family. Each family member 
composes the community. Each person must be educated to support parent 
involvement in schooling and pay attention to their children’s education. We are 
not following innovation as a society. Recently, students were provided how to 
use internet and computer for their class project. Nevertheless, they are not taught 
to carry out research, they get used to copy and print the prepared documents in 
the internet. The textbooks and materials were based on logic instead of real 
information. However, the students take the exams that asked knowledge base 
questions.  The schools teach students not only how to reach information but also 
teach them how to think, to be wondering, to carry out a research, and to solve 
problems. Love, respect, responsibility, and discipline might be taught by 
educators.   
 
Another parent explained that: 
 
The school and other education organizations should teach student-centered.  So, 
they can raise conscious individuals, and they can promote the importance of 
education in the families. The negative effects of schools caused parents 
perceptions to be involved in schooling. In addition, uneducated parents, not 
paying attention of education, and teachers who think that they are only 
responsible to educate students at the school are the barriers for parent 
involvement. 
 
A third parent observed these suggestions: 
 
The education organizations should promote the seminars, conferences, notes, 
activities, and home visiting for families.  The effective teaching materials, 
models, and technology must be used by the teachers to raise responsible 
individuals. The changes on students might be realized by families. On the other 
hand, teachers are not qualified to use technology and new teaching materials, and 
models. So, professional development must be provided for teachers. I think that 
teachers’ salaries and conditions might be rearranged by the government. The 
most important thing is to evaluate teachers’ and students’ performance by using 
appropriate test materials. 
 
 A parent stressed the collaboration among home, school and the community: 
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The school, the community, the parents and the students work collaboratively to 
increase parent involvement. They all make decision, plan and program together 
for well community. The school should provide information to all community 
members and parents in the seminars and meetings, so families need to feel that 
they are a part of the education system.  The education systems must be supported 
regular policies, so a new government might not randomly change the system.  
 
The last comment included the positive and negative factors about parent 
involvement: 
 
The parent and teacher organization works well.  The teachers’ willingness and 
smiling faces during meetings with parents support parent involvement.  On the 
other hand, the following factors limited parent involvement: parents’ 
indifference, low income, teachers’ unwillingness, teachers’ perceptions of 
education, the education policies of the Ministry of National Education (MEB), 
not supported equal education for all students and all schools.  
 
Generally, the comments supported parent involvement. Parents also highlighted 
what factors were support parent involvements and what factors limited parent 
involvement in schooling in Turkey.  
 
Summary 
In this chapter, an introduction was given regarding the analysis and the statistical 
tests.  This was followed by a demographic analysis and descriptive statistics. The 
statistical results of the data were analyzed by using Factor analysis and Multivariate 
Analysis of Variance. Related to the research question, the findings indicated that across 
the three different regions of the city of Konya from 742 elementary school students’ 
parents, family income affected parents’ involvement in schooling. In addition, the 
interactions among parent education level, age, marital status, income, and region where 
parents live were effective for combined parent involvement, and for individual factors of 
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the parenting, the decision-making, the school interactions, and the learning at home.  In 
addition, parents’ reflections about the factors that support or restrict their involvement in 
schooling were summarized in Chapter 4.   
A statement of the problem, interpretations of the findings for the research 
question, and the summary are presented in Chapter 5. Chapter 5 also comments on 
recommendations for practice and recommendations for further research. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSIONS  
 
Introduction 
In the preceding chapter, the data analysis was presented.  This chapter contains a 
summary of the study, discussion of the findings, implications for practice, 
recommendations for further research, and conclusions.  This study investigated the 
differences between parent demographics (parent education level, marital status, income, 
and age), and region where parents live and Epstein’s six types of parent involvement 
(parenting, communicating, volunteering, learning at home, decision making, and 
collaborating with the community) in rural areas of the city of Konya, Turkey. 
 
Summary of the Study 
Rosenberg and Lopez (2010) explained that families have an active role in their 
children’s development and growth from cradle to career, thus they impact the child’s 
development across the life-span.  The relationship between parental involvement and 
student achievement or success, and parent’s demographics and parental involvement has 
been investigated in many studies.  In addition, some studies have investigated Epstein’s 
six types of parent involvement model: (1) parenting, (2) communicating, (3) 
volunteering, (4) learning at home, (5) decision making, and (6) collaborating with the 
community for student academic achievement and behaviors.   
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Nevertheless, the research about Epstein’s six types of parental involvement has 
not been applied in Turkey.  Also, the investigations into the differences between parent’s 
demographic characteristics and parent involvement in Turkey are minimal.  Therefore, 
this study analyzed Turkish parents’ perceptions of their involvement in schooling at 
elementary schools in Turkey. The research also analyzed the differences between 
parent’s demographic characteristics (e.g., parents’ education level, income, marital 
status, and age), and region where parents live and Epstein’s six types of parental 
involvement. 
The purpose of this study was to investigate Turkish parents’ perceptions of their 
involvement in schooling at elementary grades in Turkey.  In addition, this study was 
conducted to explore the differences among parent demographic characteristics 
(education level, income, marital status, and age), and region and parent involvement in 
elementary grades in rural areas of Turkey.  Finally, this study explored the potential 
differences among Epstein’s six aspects of parent involvement and rural parenting 
practices in Turkey.  The assessment of parent involvement was developed by Epstein 
using her model of parent involvement as six types: (1) parenting, (2) communicating, (3) 
volunteering, (4) learning at home, (5) decision making, and (6) collaborating with the 
community.   
In this study, Bronfenbrenner’s bioecological theory and Epstein’s overlapping 
spheres theory were used.  Bronfenbrenner (1977) noted that human development is a 
process that is affected by interaction with changing environments. The ecological theory 
is a lifespan theory which is found in the interactions between the individual and their 
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changing environment.  Epstein explained overlapping spheres theory presented the 
relationships among the school, family, and community and how those relationships 
impacted the success of children in school.  Epstein divided the overlapping spheres 
theory into external and internal models.  These two models influence student academic 
achievement and behavior (Epstein et al., 2009).  The external model explained the 
separate effects of school, home, and the community on the child’s growth and 
development.  The interaction between the school, the family, and the community might 
influence student learning and development in the internal model.   
This study was conducted to answer the following question and hypotheses: What 
is the difference among parents’ perceptions when grouped parent education level, 
income, marital status, age and region on Epstein’s six factors of parent involvement as 
described (parenting, communicating, volunteering, learning at home, decision making, 
and collaborating with the community) in Turkey? 
1- There is no statistically significant difference between parents of differing 
education levels regarding effective level of parental involvement. 
2-  There is no statistically significant difference between parents of differing annual 
income levels regarding effective level of parental involvement. 
3- There is no statistically significant difference between parents of differing marital 
statuses regarding effective level of parental involvement. 
4- There is no statistically significant difference between parents of differing with 
age ranges regarding effective level of parental involvement. 
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5- There is no statistically significant difference between parents of living in 
different regions regarding effective level of parental involvement. 
The research question was answered using quantitative data that was obtained 
from a survey of 742 participants’ responses about the factors of parent involvement 
using a survey in rural areas of the city of Konya, Turkey.  To answer the research 
question, factor analysis was utilized to test the six types of parent involvement factors as 
described by Epstein. Next, a Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was 
conducted to test the statistical significance of the mean differences, and also explore 
whether the independent variables and interactions of independent variables had 
significant effects on the dependent variables. Furthermore, open ended questions 
provided parental comments on the factors which support or limited their involvement in 
schooling. 
 
Discussion of the Findings 
What is the difference among parents’ perceptions when grouped by parent 
education level, income, marital status, age and region on Epstein’s six factors of parent 
involvement as described (parenting, communicating, volunteering, learning at home, 
decision making, and collaborating with the community) in Turkey?  
First, the results of the factor analysis demonstrated that the sampling adequacy 
and the reliability of the instrument were very good.  Four factors of parent involvement 
were found to exist after conducting the factor analysis. They were named: (1) parenting, 
(2) decision making, (3) school interactions, and (4) learning at home.  Three of the 
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factors contained almost the same questions that Epstein’s factors had; as such, similar 
names were used for these factors. The collaborating with the community factor was not 
found to exist in this study.  In Epstein’s original survey, there were six questions related 
to collaborating with the community.  The adapted survey contained three of the six 
questions about collaborating with the community.  Like collaborating with the 
community, the communicating and volunteering factors were not found to exist in this 
study.  Nevertheless, communicating and volunteering items were not completely taken 
away in this study, and some of communicating and volunteering items composed a new 
factor that was named as School-Interactions. So, the cultural differences in the Turkish 
education system or decreased number of questions in the instrument might have been the 
cause of the change in the number of factors.  A comparison of the factors in Epstein’s 
model and this study appear in Table 5.1. 
Table 5.1 
A Comparison of Parent Involvement Factors 
Epstein’s Six Types of Parent 
Involvement Factors 
This Study’s Factors 
1-Parenting: Assist families with 
parenting and child-rearing skills, 
understanding child and adolescent 
development, and setting home 
conditions that support children as 
students at each age and grade level. 
Assist schools in understanding families 
(Epstein, Coates, Salinas, Sanders, & 
Simon, 1997).   
The items about Parenting: Q1, Q2, Q3, 
Q4, & Q5 
 
1-Parenting: Awareness of child growth 
and development; provide information 
about child development. Parenting 
involves communication with schools to 
support children in the learning 
environment.   
The items about Parenting: Q1, Q2, Q3, 
Q4, Q5, & Q7 
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2-Communicating: Communicate with 
families about school programs and 
student progress through effective 
school-to-home and home-to-school 
communications (Epstein et al., 1997). 
The items about Communicating: Q6, Q7,  
Q8, Q9, Q10, Q11, Q12, & Q13 
2-Decision Making: Establish an 
effective Parent and Teacher 
Organization at school to make 
decisions about school events, and 
activities. In Turkey, this kind of 
organization might involve community 
leaders who set the public norms. 
School might assist parents with 
discussing post-secondary education 
and career plans with their children.   
The items about Decision-Making: Q8, 
Q22, Q23, Q24, Q25, & Q26 
 
3-Volunteering: Improve recruitment, 
training, work, and schedules to involve 
families as volunteers and audiences at 
the school or in other locations to support 
students and school programs (Epstein et 
al., 1997). 
The items about Volunteering: Q14, Q15, 
Q16, & Q17 
3-School Interactions: Improve 
communication between schools, and 
home. Leaning child’s talents, skills, 
and abilities might help teachers and 
parents to support the schooling 
process. Also, this communication 
promotes parents’ volunteering for 
school activities and events. The 
interactions in rural areas of Turkey also 
provide a partnership and friendship 
between school and the community. 
The items about School Interactions: 
Q9, Q10, Q13, Q14, Q15, Q16, & Q17 
 
4-Learning at Home: Involve families with 
their children in learning activities at 
home, including homework and other 
curriculum-linked activities and decisions 
(Epstein et al., 1997). 
The items about Learning at Home: Q18, 
Q19, Q20, & Q21 
4-Learning at Home: learning at home 
is defined as parents monitoring and 
discussing the schooling process at 
home with their children.  This can help 
parents to create better home 
conditions while sharing real life 
experience with their children.  
The items about Learning at Home: 
Q18, Q19, Q20, & Q21 
5-Decision Making: Include families as 
participants in school decisions, 
governance, and advocacy through 
PTA/PTO, school councils, committees, 
and other parent organizations (Epstein 
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et al., 1997). 
The items about Decision-Making: Q22, 
Q23, Q24, Q25, & Q26 
 
6-Collaborating with the Community: 
Coordinate resources and 
services for families, students, and the 
school with businesses, agencies, and 
other groups, and provide services to the 
community (Epstein et al., 1997). 
The items about Collaborating with the 
Community: Q27, Q28, & Q29 
 
 
The new factors are described as the following: First, parenting is an awareness of 
every step of child growth and development.  Parents might be supported with more 
information from teachers about parenting.  Second, Decision-Making is defined as being 
a part of Parent and Teacher Organizations at school so that parents are involved in the 
decision-making process for school programs, and events.  Involvement in Decision-
Making may also be defined as parents discussing post-secondary and career plans with 
their children.  Third, school-interactions are defined as communicating with schools and 
the community and volunteering for school activities and events.  School-Interactions 
improve parents’ and teachers’ awareness about their child’s talents, skills, and abilities.  
This helps teachers apply useful teaching methods and it helps parents to understand their 
children’s capability so that they can better support them in their schooling.  Last, 
learning at home is defined as parents monitoring and discussing the schooling process at 
home with their children.  This can help parents to create better home conditions while 
sharing real life experience with their children.  
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The four factors were used as dependent variables to conduct the Multivariate 
Analysis of Variance (MANOVA).  The findings indicated that family income level 
significantly affected the combined parent involvement factors of Parenting, Decision-
Making, School Interactions and Learning at Home.  On the other hand, parent education 
level, marital status, age, and region did not significantly affect the combined dependent 
variables of Parenting, Decision-Making, School Interactions and Learning at Home.  As 
earlier research indicated, educated parents have a positive effect on children’s interest in 
literacy activities and motivation in early ages (Ayhan, 2008).  In addition, in a study in 
of parents of fourth grade students in Ankara, Turkey, Hortacsu (1995) found that 
educated parents also affected children’s cognitions, development, and their academic 
achievement. Nevertheless, this study was conducted in rural areas, and the number of 
parents who had bachelors and graduate degrees were low.  More than 96% of 
participants had intact families, so the sample did not include a large enough number of 
participants who were separated, widowed, and never married.  
Although, education level, marital status, age, and region did not significantly 
affect the combined parent involvement, there were some interactions among the 
independent variables that showed significant differences on parent involvement factors.  
The interaction between education level and age significantly affected the combined 
dependent variables of parent involvement.  Also, the interaction between family income 
and age significantly affected the combined dependent variables of parent involvement.  
The finding is consistent with previous studies (Cooper, 2010; Erdoğan & 
Demirkasımoğlu, 2010; Hill et al., 2004; Reynolds, 1991) that indicated that parents who 
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work in minimum wage jobs might not be involved in many school activities because 
they lack the time.  Furthermore, poverty might limit these parents ability to obtain 
resources for their children’s education.  Finally, the interaction among education level, 
family income, and age, as well as the interaction among family income, age, and region 
significantly affected the combined dependent variables of parent involvement.   
Moreover, the results of the follow-up test, the Univariate Analysis of Variance 
(ANOVA), indicated that some interactions of independent variables, and income 
separately affected the Parenting, the Decision-Making, the School Interactions and the 
Learning at Home factors.  Income statistically affected the Parenting, and the School 
Interactions factors.  The interaction between education and income, and also education 
and marital status statistically affected the Learning at Home factor.  More than half of 
families earned the minimum wage, and almost 80% of families had low income in rural 
areas of the city of Konya.  There are not private schools, so all parents send their 
children to public schools.  Nevertheless, high income and middle income families might 
send their children to private learning centers and might also be able to afford tutoring 
expenses, and transportation.  In addition, the government provides free textbooks for all 
children; however, there were many other schooling materials such as technology, the 
internet, new books etc.  In the last decade, teachers have promoted the use of technology 
by students for their homework and projects.  Although, high income and middle-income 
families might offer these materials to their children, low-income families cannot afford 
the internet, computers, and touchpads for their children. 
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Also, the interaction between income and region statistically affected the School 
Interactions factor.  High income parents and one of the middle income levels were 
involved in school interactions for all three districts.  These families had good 
communication with teachers.  They were attending school activities and events.  These 
parents also joined the school activities as volunteers.  They were informed about how to 
monitor their children’s schooling process.   
In addition, the interaction between education and age statistically affected the 
Decision-Making factor.  Moreover, the interaction among education level, age, and 
region statistically affected the School Interactions factor.  Educated parents in the Çumra 
district were involved in school interactions for all age groups except parents who had 
bachelor’s degrees between the ages of 20-29 and 40-49.  None of the parents in Akşehir 
had graduate degrees.  The most involved parents in Cihanbeyli were in the age groups of 
20-29 years and 40-49 years.  All parents in this region were significantly involved in 
school interactions except those who had less than a high school degree.  The most 
involved parents in this region had bachelor’s degree and they were from the middle age 
groups.  Therefore, highly educated parents from the middle and young age groups were 
involved in school activities and regularly communicated with teachers.  The importance 
of education has increased among the Turkish people during the last two decades.  Thus, 
educated parents paid attention to the significance of education for their children and they 
take the time to become involved in their children’s schooling.   
Furthermore, the interaction among income, age, and region significantly affected 
the Decision-Making factor, and also significantly affected the Learning at Home factor.  
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In Çumra, low income parents for all age groups were more likely to be involved in both 
the decision-making and the learning at home process more than high income families.  
High income and middle income parents who are in the 30-39 years of age were only 
involved in the decision-making process in Çumra. In addition, high income and middle 
income parents for different age groups were most likely to be involved in the decision-
making and the learning at home process in Cihanbeyli and Akşehir districts. These 
parents joined the Parent and Teacher Organizations to make decision about school 
programs and activities.  Also these parents discussed and monitored the schooling 
processes at home with their children.  In the Çumra district, many people work at 
farming and breading livestock, so there are many low income families.  This is an 
important finding because it was contrary to existing literature that low income parents 
are less involved in the decision making process at school than higher income families. 
Although this only happened in one region, the finding was noteworthy. 
Finally, participants also provided written comments to two questions: What 
major factors contributed to the success of your school’s family and community 
involvement efforts this year?  
Parents explained that the following factors supported their involvement in 
schooling: teachers behaviors, and their willingness to help families to be involved and to 
work with families collaboratively, the parent and teacher organization, well-educated 
families, welfare of the community, peer interactions, social activities in the school, the 
book club, success of their children, school organized trips, the physical conditions of the 
school, sport activities and games, and the partnership between home and school. 
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Many participants also explained the reasons that limiting that parent involvement 
in their children’s schooling.  Some parents’ beliefs limited their involvement in 
schooling.  For example, some parents did not want to send their girls to school; some of 
them wanted their children to get married at a young age, and some people thought that 
the education was only the schools’ responsibility. In addition, parents expressed the 
concern that schools were not interested in students who had behavioral problems.  They 
stated that schools did not inform families about the schooling process and banned their 
involvement in schooling.  Parents perceived and communication was not enough 
between school and home, that peer influence and environment might have a negative 
influence on children, that students did not like school and their teachers, and that this led 
to absenteeism.  Parents who were not involved in school felt that teachers were not 
committed to teaching.  They said that parents and teachers did not allow students to 
explain their ideas, that there were not enough counselors in the crowded schools and that 
the Turkish education system forced students to take many exams.  These parents did not 
take time for schooling because of their work hours and they also noted that there was not 
sufficient transportation to attend school activities.  Many people in rural areas worked in 
farming and livestock breeding; these livelihoods are time consuming and might also 
require additional help from their children.  Parents felt that the teachers’ behaviors might 
ban parent involvement and did not provide equal education for all.  Parents had a 
negative reaction to the fact that schools frequently requested money and donations from 
parents.  Parents explained that the most significant factor limiting their involvement in 
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schooling was income.  Unfortunately, more than half of the participants in this study 
earned minimum the wage, and almost 80% of participants were low income families.  
Therefore, according to Epstein’s theory, family is one of the three factors that 
have an important impact on student development; as such, demographics were primarily 
related to involvement in schooling. Parent comments also claimed how the partnership 
between school and home provided their involvement in schooling.  
Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory is a good fit in Turkey, because the 
hypothesis of this study was to explore how parent demographic characteristics affect 
parent involvement although the theory needed some adjustments.  These adjustments are 
described in Table 5.2.  This study investigated parents’ education level, income, marital 
status, age, and region where participants live. The first two systems of Bronfenbrenner’s 
ecological theory are like Epstein’s overlapping spheres theory.  They are focused on 
direct and indirect effects of home, school and the neighborhood.  The education policies, 
rural culture, economic development of the country, education system, etc. are also 
significant factors on parent involvement.  The remaining systems of Bronfenbrenner’s 
ecological theory are good fit to show the relationship between these factors and parents. 
The following table includes an explanation of Bronfenbrenner’s theory and the 
adjustments made so that the model would fit with Turkey. 
Table 5.2  
The Adjustment of Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Theory Fit on Turkey 
Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Theory Ecological Theory fit on Turkey 
A microsystem is the complex of relations 
between the developing person and 
The parents, teachers, peers, and 
neighborhoods directly affect the 
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environment in an immediate setting 
containing that person (e.g., home, school, 
workplace, etc.). The factor of place, time, 
physical features, activity, participant, and 
role constitute the elements of a setting 
(Bronfenbrenner, 1977, p.514).  
developing person. The parents are 
primarily responsible for child 
development; the school’s 
responsibility is the education of 
children. This study showed that 
family income is the most important 
variable for parent involvement in 
schooling. The rural areas are small 
environments, so peer and 
community interactions with the child 
are very common and affect 
development and education.   
A mesosystem comprises the interrelations 
among major settings containing the 
developing person at a particular point in 
his or her life (Bronfenbrenner, 1977, 
p.515). 
The parents, teachers, peers, and 
community interactions indirectly 
affect the developing person. For 
example, the interactions between 
home and school promote schooling. 
In the qualitative questions posed in 
this study, parents support the finding 
that educated parents create good 
communications with school.  
An exosystem is an extension of the 
mesosystem embracing other specific 
social structures, both formal and informal, 
that do not themselves contain the 
developing person but impinge upon or 
encompass the immediate settings in which 
that person is found, and thereby influence, 
delimit, or even determine what goes on 
there. These structures include the major 
institutions of the society, both deliberately 
structured and spontaneously evolving, as 
they operate at a concrete local level. They 
encompass, among other structures, the 
world of work, the neighborhood, the mass 
media, agencies of government (local, 
state, and national), the distribution of 
goods and services, communication and 
transportation facilities, and informal social 
networks (Bronfenbrenner, 1977, p.515). 
Education policies are important 
factors for parent involvement. For 
example, Haydi Kizlar Okula (girls 
let’s go to school) encouraged 
parents to become involved in the 
schooling process. The purpose of 
the project was to increase the 
enrollment of children to primary 
schools, while informing parents to be 
involved in schooling. Also, the 
Education for All project increased 
the literacy rate in Turkey.  
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A macrosystem refers to the overarching 
institutional patterns of the culture or 
subculture, such as the economic, social, 
educational, legal, and political systems. 
Macrosystems are conceived and examined 
not only in structural terms but as carriers of 
information and ideology that, both explicitly 
and implicitly, endow meaning and 
motivation to particular agencies, social 
networks, roles, activities, and their 
interrelations. What place or priority children 
and those responsible for their care have in 
such macrosystems is of special 
importance in determining how a child and 
his or her caretakers are treated and 
interact with each other in different types of 
settings (Bronfenbrenner, 1977, p.515). 
The economic development of Turkey 
is having a direct effect on the 
education system. According to 
recent economic development, the 
government increased the number of 
classes and decreased the class 
size. Textbooks are free for all P-12 
students. The FATIH project has 
integrated technology for teaching 
and learning. The hundred thousands 
of classes were given smart boards 
and PCs.  According to project, many 
touchpads were distributed to 
students. The compulsory education 
was increased from 8 years to 12 
years. So, more educated citizens 
are going to be created. 
 
According to Bronfenbrenner’s bioecological theory, the family is in the 
microsystem; families are directly involved in a child’s growth and development.  For 
example, high income families might afford tutoring fees, and also they can send their 
children to private learning centers.  The mesosystem of bioecological theory which 
included neighborhoods and the interactions between home, school, and the community 
has direct and indirect effects on child development.  The exosystem of Bronfebrenner’s 
theory involves the educational policies, legal, and political systems.  Finally, the 
macrosystem includes institutional patterns of the culture or subculture, such as the 
economic, social, educational, legal, and political systems, culture and also social 
interchanges (Bronfenbrenner, 1977).  Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory explains that 
the relationships that matter for student achievement are in the microsystem and the 
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mesosystem.  Families are responsible for the development of their children and schools 
are responsible for education of the children.  There needs to be a high degree of 
interaction between the microsystem and the mesosystem if parent involvement is to be 
maximized and academic achievement is to be increased.  So, the interaction of both 
systems promotes schooling.   
The exosystem and macrosystem includes the educational policies and programs 
in Turkey.  The Ministry of Education enacted policies such as Haydi Kizlar Okula that 
encouraged parents to become involved in the schooling process.  Educators have met 
with more than two-hundred thousand parents as part of this project.  The new policies 
and standards are created by policy makers to integrate Turkish citizens into the global 
world.  The high school graduation rate was 29% in Turkey in 2011; currently, the 
graduation rate is 33%.  Turkey ranked 17
th
 in economic development in the world.  So, 
to be integrated into the global world as a modern country, more educated people are 
needed.  Another policy change was that compulsory education years were increased 
from 8 years to 12 years in 2012.  The economic development of Turkey has led to a 
greater investment in education.  For example, textbooks are free for all students and 
technology is now being used for teaching and learning activities.  The Ministry of 
National Education began a new project that was called FATIH project in 2011.  The 
purpose of FATIH project was to install smart boards to all classrooms (approximately 
620,000), and also to establish at least one computer lab in each public school.  These 
labs must also include some software to use for teaching and learning.  In FATIH project, 
many touch pads were distributed in some districts.  If the project is successful in 
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increasing students’ academic achievement, the government plans to distribute the touch 
pads to all students in Turkey.  All students are provided with free internet connection 
with touch pads by the Turkish government.  The literacy programs have been applied 
regularly to increase adult literacy rates.  Many projects also support adult education, and 
lifelong learning, so the Ministry of National Education claimed that educated parents 
might be more involved in child development.  Therefore, the technology also promotes 
the communication between parents and teachers.  All schools have internet connections 
and all teachers have professional development about how to use technology in class and 
other school activities.  Smart phones, touch pads, laptops and many other technological 
items increase the communication between home and school. 
 
Implications for Practice 
Parental involvement has a significant impact on student achievement. Many 
studies indicated that parent involvement increases students’ academic achievement, self-
efficiency, and motivation (Knisely, 2011), academic achievement (Jeynes, 2005a), and 
creates a positive school climate and influences teachers, particularly their willingness to 
reach out to other parents (Erdoğan & Demirkasımoğlu, 2010).  Moreover, parental 
involvement improves student’s school performance while reducing behavioral problems.  
Parental involvement in the early years of schooling promotes students’ motivation, self-
efficacy, and social behavior (Cooper et al., 2010; Crosnoe & Cooper, 2010). 
The findings from this study are important for educational leaders who seek to 
involve parents more fully in the schooling process.  Understanding parents’ perceptions 
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about parent involvement may help educators to understand the weaknesses and strengths 
of the relationship between home, school, and the community so that school 
administrators and teachers may more effectively promote parent involvement in 
schooling.  Family income significantly affected parent involvement rather than parent 
education level, marital status, age, and region in rural areas of the city of Konya, Turkey.  
For educational administrators, this study offers insight into what resources, and factors 
promote parent involvement in schooling.  School leaders must be aware of how to 
interact in the community; it may be an issue of interacting with community leaders.  
These kinds of interactions maybe the actions of the leader need to be focused on 
providing resources to the children in the community. Schools might provide workshops, 
seminars, home visiting programs, meetings, and an effective PTO.  Furthermore, schools 
might conduct annual surveys to identify parents’ interests, talents, and availability of 
parent volunteers to match their skills.  So, these kinds of events can help teacher to 
prepare portfolios about students and parents.  
Another important finding for policy makers was the discovery their resource 
allocation strategies that might positively or negatively improve parent involvement. The 
Turkish education system needs new policies to support parent involvement.  One recent 
policy was the Haydi Kizlar Okula, the girl’s school campaign.  Although, the policy 
promoted parent involvement in schooling, the policy was created for girls who were not 
enrolled in an elementary school or had chronic absenteeism.  A new policy might stress 
the importance of parent involvement and provide support for it.  In addition, this policy 
also might require school administrators and teachers to communicate regularly with 
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families.  Furthermore, this study explained some of the parents’ concerns for their 
involvement in schooling.  Knowing these concerns will help educational administrators 
to adjust their practices. 
 
Recommendations for Further Research 
The goal of this study was to investigate Turkish parents’ perceptions of their 
involvement in schooling in elementary grades in rural areas of the city of Konya, 
Turkey.  This study also examined the difference among parents’ demographic 
characteristics (education level, income, marital status, and age) on Epstein’s six types of 
parent involvement: 1) parenting, 2) communicating, 3) volunteering, 4) learning at 
home, 5) decision making, and 6) collaborating with the community.   
There were several limitations for this study.  This study used a survey for the 
collection of data from large numbers of participants; nonetheless, Pinsonneault and 
Kraemer (1993) explained that data collection depends on the participants’ willingness to 
respond the survey questions.  Surveys are useful in collecting participants’ perceptions 
about behavior, but are limited by the participants’ honesty, willingness to answer 
questions, and their recall of situations or events (Green, Camilli, & Elmore, 2006).  
The data were collected only from three different rural regions of city of Konya, 
so results might not generalize to all parts of Turkey.  Future researchers need to collect 
data in different cities of Turkey.  Another avenue of research would collect the data in 
urban areas of Turkey.  This study only investigated Turkish parents’ perceptions of their 
involvement in schooling in a rural area.  Future studies might carry out the teachers and 
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school administrators’ perceptions about parent involvement in schooling. In addition, 
future research might be conducted using different methodologies and theories.  
 
Conclusion 
The findings of this study extended the work of previous research on parent 
involvement in the schooling process.  This investigation revealed how the partnership 
between home and school is necessary in Turkey.  Significant differences were found 
between family income levels on combined parent involvement factors.  Also, there were 
significant differences between the parent demographic characteristics and region where 
parents live on combined or separate parent involvement factors.  
Many parents agreed that educated parents and society affect student achievement 
because these groups of people have better communication with teachers and principals.  
Educated parents are involved in the decision making process about their children’s post-
secondary education plans, career plans, and parents think that students from high income 
families are more successful.  In addition, parents claimed that family problems 
prevented their involvement in the schooling process.  For the most part, poverty was the 
cause of these problems.  The parent’s comments suggested that parents agreed that 
parent involvement is definitely significant for students’ academic achievement and 
behaviors problems, but they still believed that schools are responsible for schooling. 
Therefore, the education system might require professional development for the 
school administrators and teachers about increasing parent involvement in their children’s 
schooling.  Also, teacher candidates might be informed about why parent involvement is 
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necessary and how they can provide the partnership between home, school and the 
community in bachelor’s degree.  Some courses might be offered for educators by the 
school of education. 
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Appendix A 
Parent Survey 
 
The purpose of this survey is to examine the perspectives of parents regarding effective parental 
involvement activities. You are not required to participate in this survey, but your willingness to participate 
would be greatly appreciated and beneficial. 
 
Scoring Rubric: Please circle one of the points. 
1- Never: Strategy does not happen at our school. 
2- Rarely: Conducted in one or two classes or with a few families. 
3- Sometimes: Conducted in a few classes or with some families. 
4- Often: Conducted in many, but not all, classes, or with many, but not all, families. 
5- Frequently: Occurs in most or all classes and grade levels, with most or all families. 
 
 
 
Our School: 
 
Rating 
 
Never     Rarely      Sometimes       Often   Frequently 
 
1. Conducts workshops or provides information for parents 
    on child or adolescent development. 
 
     
     1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
2. Provides information to all families who want or who need it, 
    not just to the few who can attend workshops or meetings 
    at the school building. 
 
     
      1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
3. Asks families for information about children’s goals, strengths, 
    and talents 
      
       1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
4. Sponsors home visiting programs or neighborhood meetings 
    to help families understand schools and to help schools 
    understand families 
 
      
       1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
5. Provides families with age-appropriate information on 
    developing home conditions or environments that support     
learning. 
 
    
      1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
6. Develops communications with parents who do not speak or 
read English well, or need large type. 
 
   
      1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
7. Has clear two-way channels for communications from home to  
    school and from school to home. 
 
     
      1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
8. Conducts a formal conference with every parent at least once a 
year. 
 
      
       1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
9. Conducts an annual survey for families to share information 
and concerns about student needs, reactions to school programs, 
and satisfaction with their involvement in school and at home. 
 
    
    1             2                   3                   4                    5 
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10. Conducts an orientation for new parents. 
 
 
 
       1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
11. Sends home folders of student work weekly or monthly so 
parents can monitor student results. 
 
    
      1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
12. Contacts families of students having academic or behavior  
      problems. 
 
    
       1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
13. Produces a regular school newsletter with 
     up-to-date information about the school, special 
     events, organizations, meetings, and parenting tips. 
 
      
       1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
14. Conducts annual surveys to identify interests, talents, and 
     availability of parent volunteers to match their skills and 
     talents with school and classroom needs. 
 
      
        1             2                   3                   4                    5 
  
15. Provides a parent or family room for volunteers and family 
     members to meet and work, and to access resources 
     about parenting, tutoring, and related topics. 
 
       
        1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
16. Schedules special events at different times of the day and 
     evening so that all families can attend as audiences. 
 
     
      1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
17. Thanks volunteers for their time and efforts. 
 
     
      1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
18. Provides information to families on how to monitor and 
     discuss schoolwork at home. 
 
       
      1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
19. Asks parents to focus on reading, listen to children read, 
     or read aloud with their child. 
 
       
       1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
20. Assists families in helping students set academic goals 
     and select courses and programs. 
 
      
        1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
21. Provides information and ideas for families to talk with 
     students about college, careers, postsecondary plans. 
 
      
         1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
22. Has an active PTA, PTO, or other parent organization. 
 
      
       1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
23. Includes parent representatives on the school’s council, 
     improvement team, or other committees. 
 
    
      1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
24. Recruits parent leaders for committees from all     
socioeconomic, and other groups in the school. 
 
     
       1             2                   3                   4                    5 
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25. Deals with conflict openly and respectfully. 
 
      
       1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
26. Develops the school’s plan and program of family and 
community involvement with input from educators, parents, and 
others. 
 
      
       1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
27. Helps families in locating and using community resources. 
      
        1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
28. Works with local businesses, industries, libraries, parks, 
    museums, and other organizations on programs to enhance 
    student skills and learning. 
 
      
        1             2                   3                   4                    5 
 
29. Offers afterschool programs for students with support from 
    community businesses, agencies, and volunteers. 
 
      
       1             2                   3                   4                    5 
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Reflection 
Please briefly explain the following questions. 
1- What major factors contributed to the success of your school’s family and 
community involvement efforts this year? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2- What major factors limited to the success of your school’s family and community 
involvement efforts this year? 
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Parent Demographic Information (circle one): 
Current Marital 
Status:                              Married (one time)                  Remarried 
                                          Divorced/Separated                   Widowed                        Never Married 
Relationship to 
Child:                   Mother                 Father                       Step-mother                      Step-father 
                            Other (please list relationship): 
Number of Children in 
Elementary School:            1                 2                   3                    4                      5+ 
Gender of Children 
                                     Male                         Female 
How many jobs do you have?               0                     1                   2                  3                4+ 
Do you work              Day shift?                              Night shift? 
Parents 
Age:                       18-19                        20-29                  30-39                     40-49            50+ 
Education Level:                     
                                                    Less than High School                              High school graduate    
                                                     Some college                                            Bachelor’s degree (B.A. or B.S.)        
                                                                             Graduate degree 
Annual Household 
Income Level:                             $0-$20,000                                          $20,000-$40,000 
                                                    $40,000-$60,000                                 $60,000-$80,000 
                                                                                $80,000 or more 
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Appendix B 
Veli Anketi 
 
Bu anketin amacı velilerin bakış açısına göre ailelerin eğitime katılım aktivitelerini incelemektir. Ankete 
katılmak zorunda değilsiniz, fakat katılımınız çalışmamıza yön vermesi açısından kesinlikle çok değerli ve 
faydalıdır.  
 
Değerlendirme: Lütfen sadece bir şıkkı daire içine alın. 
1-Hiçbir zaman: Strateji bizim okulumuzda hiçbir zaman uygulanmadı. 
2-Nadiren: Sadece birkaç sınıf veya birkaç aile ile gerçekleştirildi. 
3-Ara sıra: Sınırlı sayıda sınıf veya bazı aileler ile gerçekleştirildi.  
4-Sık sık: Birçok sınıf ve birçok ailenin katılımı ile gerçekleştirildi. 
5-Her zaman: Neredeyse bütün sınıflar ve yaş grupları ile büyük çoğunluktaki ailelerin katılımı 
sağlandı. 
 
 
 
Okulumuz: 
 
Değerlendirme Oranı 
 
 
Hiçbir zaman   Nadiren   Ara sıra   Sık sık   Her zaman 
 
 
1. Çocuk ve ergen gelişimi hakkında yapılan çalısmalarla ilgili 
aileleri bilgilendirir. 
  
     
     1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
2. Sadece veli toplantılarına katılan aileleri değil, bütün aileri 
bilgiledirilir. 
  
     
     1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
3. Ailelere çocukların hedefleri ve yetenekleri hakkında sorular 
sorar. 
  
    
     1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
4. Ailenin okulu ve okulunda aileyi tanıması için aile ziyaretleri 
ve toplantılar düzenler. 
  
    
     1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
5. Ailelerin çocuğun yaşına uygun, öğrenmeyi destekleyen ev 
ortamı oluşturmasına yardımcı olur. 
  
    
    1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
6. Anadili Türkçe olmayan, Türkçe konuşamayan veya 
okuyamayan ailelerle iletişimi geliştirir.  
 
   
     1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
7. Ev ile okul arasında iletişimi sağlar. 
  
   
      1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
8. Yılda en az bir kez resmi olarak ailelerle toplantı düzenler. 
 
    
     1                         2               3               4                   5 
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9. Her yıl, öğrencilerin ihtiyaçları, okuldaki etkinliklere tepkileri, 
ve ailelerin eğitime katılımı hakkında ailelere anket düzenler. 
 
   
     1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
10. Yeni aileler için tanıtım etkinlikleri düzenler. 
 
    
      1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
11. Aileleri bilgilendirmek için, haftalık veya aylık olarak, 
öğrencilerin okuldaki çalışmaları ile ilgile hazırlanmış dosyaları 
eve gönderir. 
 
     
       1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
12. Akademik veya davranış problemi olan öğrencilerin aileleri 
ile iletişime geçer. 
  
    
       1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
13. Özel aktiviteler, organizasyonlar, toplantılar ve okul hakkında 
güncel bilgileri içeren bir okul gazetesi yayınlar. 
 
      
        1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
14. Okul ve sınıf ihtiyaçlarını karşılayabilecek yetenek ve 
becerilere sahip velileri belirlemek için yıllık anket düzenler.  
 
       
       1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
15. Gönüllü velilerin ve ailelerin toplantı ve çalışmaları için 
kullanabileceği bir oda tahsis eder.  
 
       
      1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
16. Etkinliklere ailelerin katılımını en üst seviyeye çıkaracak gün 
ve zamanları belirler. 
  
    
      1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
17. Gönüllü velilerin zamanlarına ve yeteneklerine gore tanımlar.  
 
      
       1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
18. Aileleri çocukların ev ödevlerini nasıl yardımcı olacakları 
hakkında bilgilendirir.  
 
      
       1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
19. Çocuklarının okuma ve dinleme yeteneklerini geliştirmek için 
ailelere, çocukları ile birlikte sesli olarak okuma yapıp 
yapmadıklarını sorar.   
 
      
      1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
20. Ailelere, öğrencilerin akademik hedeflerini belirlemeleri, ders 
ve program seçimlerinde yardımcı olur.  
 
       
       1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
21. Aileleri, üniversite, kariyer ve gelecek planları hakkında 
çocukları ile konuşmaları için teşvik eder.  
 
      
       1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
22. Okul aile birliği veya daha başka aktif şekilde çalışan 
organizasyonlara sahiptir. 
 
    
       1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
23. Okul yönetim kurulu, danışma kurulu veya benzer 
komisyonlar içerisinde veli temsilcilerine sahiptir.      
 
      
       1                         2               3               4                   5 
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24. Farklı ekonomik gelirden ve sosyal statüden gruplardan veli 
temsilcilerini okul çatısı altında bir araya getirir. 
 
     
     1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
25. Uyuşmazlıkları açık, saygılı ve düzeyli bir biçimde çözüme 
kavuşturur.   
 
     
      1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
26. Aile ve toplumun eğitime katılımı konusunda okulun plan ve 
programlarının geliştirilmesi için eğitimci, veli ve diğer 
katılımcılarla fikir alış verişinde bulunur 
 
      
     1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
27. Ailelerin toplumsal kaynaklardan faydanlanmasına ve 
kullanmasına katkıda bulunur.  
 
      
      1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
28. Öğrencilerin beceri ve öğrenmelerini geliştirmek için, yerel 
endüstri, iş ve ticaret alanları, kütüphane, park, müze ve diğer 
organizasyonlarla birlikte çalışır. 
  
      
       1                         2               3               4                   5 
 
29. Toplum içindeki endüstri, iş ve ticaret alanları, acenteler ve 
gönüllülerin için okul sonu aktiviteleri oluşturur.  
 
      
       1                         2               3               4                   5 
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Düşünceleriniz 
Lütfen aşağıdaki soruları kısaca cevaplayınız. 
1- Aile ve toplumun eğitime katılımını sağlayan veya artıran en önemli etken nedir?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2- Aile ve toplumun eğitime katılımını engelleyen en önemli etken nedir?  
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Velinin Demokrafik Yapısı (Sadece birini daire içine alınız): 
Medeni Durumu: 
                                                   Evli (bir kez)                             Tekrar Evlenmiş 
                                          Bosanmış/Ayrılmış                   Dul                        Hiç Evlenmemiş 
Öğrenci ile olan  
Yakınlık Derecesi:                 Annesi                       Babası                    Üvey-Annesi                             
Üvey-Babasi  
                                               Diğer (Lütfen Yakınlık Derecenizi Belirtiniz): 
İlköğretime devam eden 
Çocuk Sayısı:                    1                 2                   3                    4                      5+ 
Çocukların Cinsiyeti 
(Herbirinin Sayısı):                Erkek: ______ Kız: ______ 
Kaç tane İşte çalışıyorsunuz        1                      2                  3                  4                   5 
Gündüz çalışıyourm:    _____              Vardiyalı olarak gecede çalışıyorum:   _____ 
 
Yaş aralığınız:                       18-19                        20-29                  30-39                     40-49            
50+ 
Eğitim Seviyesi:                     
                                                İlkokul veya Ortaokul Mezunu                              Lise Mezunu 
                                                İki Yıllık Üniversite Mezunu                Dört Yıllık Üniversite 
Mezunu         
                                                                             Yüksek Lisans – Doktora  
Aylık  
Aile Gelir Aralığı:                       0TL - 1,000TL                                1,000TL - 2,500TL 
                                                    2,500TL - 5,000TL                         5,000TL - 10,000TL 
                                                                                10,000TL ve üzeri 
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Appendix C 
Permission to Adapt the Survey 
 
3-28-12 
  
To:       Mehmet Akif Erdener 
From: Joyce Epstein 
  
Re:      Permission to Translate and Use Questionnaire 
  
This is to grant permission to you to translate and use the Measure of School, Family, and 
Community Partnerships, noted below in your study. 
Please note that the Measure of School, Family, and Community Partnerships in 
our Handbook for Action was designed as a “team activity” to assess progress by schools’ 
Action Teams for Partnerships that are developing and improving their programs of 
family and community involvement using our framework of six types of involvement.   It 
was not designed for individual reports in large samples. Thus, we do not have reliability 
statistics on this measure.  
Others have used the Measure of School, Family, and Community Partnerships with 
individuals in their dissertations, but I do not yet have information on the results of these 
studies.  Based on our other surveys, however, it is likely that the six scales in 
the Measure will have high internal reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha).  The items in 
the Measure were selected because of consistent patterns found in other surveys and in 
field studies on the six types of involvement.   If you translate and use the Measure in 
your study, you must use a statistical program (such as SPSS-Scale) to check the 
reliability statistics for your study sample.    If you do this with a sample of parents (as 
indicated below), please send me a copy of the results of your work. 
Best of luck with your project, 
   
Joyce L. Epstein, Ph.D. 
Director, Center on School, Family, and 
   Community Partnerships  
   and National Network of Partnership Schools 
Research Professor of Sociology 
Johns Hopkins University 
2701 North Charles Street, Suite 300 
Baltimore, MD 21218 
Tel:   410-516-8807 
Fax:  410-516-8890 
jepstein@jhu.edu       
http://www.partnershipschools.org 
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Appendix D 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) Approval 
 
Dear Dr. Knoeppel, 
 The chair of the Clemson University Institutional Review Board (IRB) validated the 
protocol identified above using exempt reviewprocedures and a determination was made 
on November 9, 2011, that the proposed activities involving human participants qualify 
as Exempt from continuing review under category B2, based on federal regulations 45 
CFR 46. You may begin this study. ** 
  
Dr. Gulru F. Ozkan, the local context reviewer, mentioned that the Turkish “translation 
and wording of the documents should be done accordingly (i.e., by someone with 
advanced knowledge of the Turkish language, including “everyday Turkish”).” Please 
keep the literacy level of your participants in mind when conducting the research. 
  
Please remember that the IRB will have to review all changes to this research protocol 
before initiation. You are obligated to report any unanticipated problems involving risks 
to subjects, complications, and/or any adverse events to the Office of Research 
Compliance (ORC) immediately. All team members are required to review the 
“Responsibilities of Principal Investigators” and the “Responsibilities of Research Team 
Members” available 
at http://www.clemson.edu/research/compliance/irb/regulations.html. 
  
We also ask that you notify the ORC when your study is complete or if terminated. 
Please let us know if you have any questions and use the IRB number and title in all 
communications regarding this study. 
  
Good luck with your study. 
  
All the best, 
Nalinee 
  
**This approval is based on U.S. human subjects protections regulations (45 CFR 46) and Clemson University human 
subjects protection policies. We are not aware of any regulations that may be in place for the country you are planning 
to conduct research in that would conflict with this approval. However, you should become familiar with all pertinent 
information about local human subjects protection regulations and requirements when conducting research in countries 
other than the United States. We encourage you to discuss with your local contacts any possible human subjects 
research requirements that are specific to your research site, to comply with those requirements, and to inform this 
office of those requirements so we can better help other researchers prepare for international research in the future. 
  
Nalinee D. Patin 
IRB Coordinator 
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Clemson University 
Office of Research Compliance 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
Voice: (864) 656-0636 
Fax: (864) 656-4475 
E-mail: npatin@clemson.edu 
Web site: http://www.clemson.edu/research/compliance/irb/ 
IRB E-mail: irb@clemson.edu 
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Appendix E 
Permission from the Turkish Ministry of Education 
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Appendix F 
Pattern Matrix of Factor Analysis 
 
Pattern Matrix
a
 
 Component 
1 2 3 4 
Q5 .745   -.145 
Q2 .714    
Q1 .682  .120  
Q3 .652   -.230 
Q4 .632  .157 .115 
Q7 .619 .152 -.107 -.203 
Q23  .770   
Q24  .714   
Q22  .662 .131 -.186 
Q8  .622  .168 
Q25  .459  -.425 
Q26 .160 .403  -.387 
Q15 -.106  .753 -.118 
Q13  -.104 .698  
Q14   .696  
Q17  .196 .618 -.171 
Q10 .459  .497 .107 
Q16  .305 .461 -.181 
Q9 .247 .224 .418  
Q19    -.786 
Q18    -.724 
Q20 .110  .130 -.701 
Q21 .180  .125 -.654 
Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.
a 
a. Rotation converged in 13 iterations. 
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Structure Matrix of Factor Analysis 
Structure Matrix 
 Component 
1 2 3 4 
Q3 .760 .356 .404 -.539 
Q5 .760 .263 .346 -.453 
Q2 .731 .348 .361 -.362 
Q1 .726 .296 .448 -.343 
Q7 .722 .427 .345 -.512 
Q4 .678 .332 .456 -.260 
Q23 .386 .798 .353 -.330 
Q24 .423 .789 .404 -.395 
Q22 .328 .750 .440 -.432 
Q26 .537 .637 .463 -.633 
Q25 .453 .632 .358 -.620 
Q8 .190 .578 .247  
Q14 .446 .417 .770 -.357 
Q17 .446 .516 .753 -.456 
Q15 .337 .347 .752 -.349 
Q13 .403 .238 .702 -.272 
Q16 .477 .585 .678 -.478 
Q10 .647 .330 .676 -.280 
Q9 .502 .469 .605 -.255 
Q19 .430 .280 .353 -.813 
Q20 .519 .387 .454 -.812 
Q18 .441 .373 .387 -.791 
Q21 .540 .333 .441 -.774 
Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
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Appendix G 
Multivariate Test of Parent Involvement 
Multivariate Tests
a
 
Effect Value F Hypothesis 
df 
Error df Sig. Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter 
Observed 
Power
d
 
Intercept Pillai's 
Trace 
.008 1.146
b
 4.000 603.000 .334 .008 4.585 .362 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.992 1.146
b
 4.000 603.000 .334 .008 4.585 .362 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.008 1.146
b
 4.000 603.000 .334 .008 4.585 .362 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.008 1.146
b
 4.000 603.000 .334 .008 4.585 .362 
ED_LEVEL Pillai's 
Trace 
.036 1.377 16.000 2424.000 .143 .009 22.028 .861 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.964 1.377 16.000 1842.833 .144 .009 16.799 .722 
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Hotelling's 
Trace 
.037 1.375 16.000 2406.000 .144 .009 22.003 .861 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.021 3.147
c
 4.000 606.000 .014 .020 12.586 .820 
INCOME Pillai's 
Trace 
.047 1.814 16.000 2424.000 .024 .012 29.021 .953 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.953 1.820 16.000 1842.833 .024 .012 22.195 .864 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.048 1.822 16.000 2406.000 .024 .012 29.150 .954 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.029 4.336
c
 4.000 606.000 .002 .028 17.343 .932 
AGE Pillai's 
Trace 
.015 .585 16.000 2424.000 .898 .004 9.356 .413 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.985 .585 16.000 1842.833 .897 .004 7.142 .308 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.016 .585 16.000 2406.000 .897 .004 9.362 .413 
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Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.014 2.063
c
 4.000 606.000 .084 .013 8.252 .616 
MARITAL Pillai's 
Trace 
.037 1.402 16.000 2424.000 .131 .009 22.428 .869 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.964 1.401 16.000 1842.833 .132 .009 17.096 .732 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.037 1.399 16.000 2406.000 .133 .009 22.379 .868 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.021 3.156
c
 4.000 606.000 .014 .020 12.624 .821 
REGION Pillai's 
Trace 
.006 .436 8.000 1208.000 .900 .003 3.490 .207 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.994 .436
b
 8.000 1206.000 .900 .003 3.487 .207 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.006 .436 8.000 1204.000 .900 .003 3.484 .207 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.005 .763
c
 4.000 604.000 .549 .005 3.054 .246 
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ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.080 1.369 36.000 2424.000 .071 .020 49.294 .990 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.922 1.371 36.000 2261.457 .070 .020 46.220 .983 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.082 1.373 36.000 2406.000 .069 .020 49.422 .990 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.044 2.938
c
 9.000 606.000 .002 .042 26.446 .969 
ED_LEVEL * 
AGE 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.080 1.765 28.000 2424.000 .008 .020 49.411 .995 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.922 1.770 28.000 2175.570 .008 .020 44.631 .989 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.083 1.774 28.000 2406.000 .007 .020 49.675 .995 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.047 4.049
c
 7.000 606.000 .000 .045 28.340 .987 
ED_LEVEL * 
MARITAL 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.027 1.368 12.000 1815.000 .174 .009 16.418 .769 
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Wilks' 
Lambda 
.973 1.367 12.000 1595.680 .175 .009 14.462 .701 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.027 1.366 12.000 1805.000 .175 .009 16.390 .768 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.017 2.632
c
 4.000 605.000 .033 .017 10.528 .737 
ED_LEVEL * 
REGION 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.049 1.063 28.000 2424.000 .376 .012 29.754 .899 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.952 1.065 28.000 2175.570 .373 .012 26.867 .855 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.050 1.068 28.000 2406.000 .369 .012 29.894 .901 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.033 2.885
c
 7.000 606.000 .006 .032 20.193 .927 
INCOME * 
AGE 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.079 1.738 28.000 2424.000 .010 .020 48.656 .994 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.923 1.741 28.000 2175.570 .009 .020 43.889 .987 
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Hotelling's 
Trace 
.081 1.742 28.000 2406.000 .009 .020 48.782 .995 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.044 3.792
c
 7.000 606.000 .000 .042 26.547 .980 
INCOME * 
MARITAL 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.019 .704 16.000 2424.000 .792 .005 11.268 .502 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.982 .704 16.000 1842.833 .792 .005 8.601 .377 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.019 .705 16.000 2406.000 .792 .005 11.275 .503 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.015 2.308
c
 4.000 606.000 .057 .015 9.233 .672 
INCOME * 
REGION 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.052 1.132 28.000 2424.000 .289 .013 31.695 .922 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.949 1.134 28.000 2175.570 .287 .013 28.598 .882 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.053 1.136 28.000 2406.000 .285 .013 31.794 .923 
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Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.031 2.684
c
 7.000 606.000 .010 .030 18.789 .905 
AGE * 
MARITAL 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.041 1.258 20.000 2424.000 .197 .010 25.164 .883 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.959 1.259 20.000 2000.875 .196 .010 20.855 .793 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.042 1.259 20.000 2406.000 .196 .010 25.179 .883 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.025 3.054
c
 5.000 606.000 .010 .025 15.270 .870 
AGE * 
REGION 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.055 1.410 24.000 2424.000 .089 .014 33.848 .956 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.946 1.409 24.000 2104.826 .090 .014 29.463 .916 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.056 1.407 24.000 2406.000 .091 .014 33.761 .955 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.023 2.371
c
 6.000 606.000 .028 .023 14.225 .815 
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MARITAL * 
REGION 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.041 1.049 24.000 2424.000 .397 .010 25.175 .853 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.959 1.047 24.000 2104.826 .399 .010 21.908 .781 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.042 1.046 24.000 2406.000 .401 .010 25.097 .851 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.019 1.904
c
 6.000 606.000 .078 .018 11.422 .708 
ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME * 
AGE 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.064 1.652 24.000 2424.000 .024 .016 39.646 .983 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.937 1.651 24.000 2104.826 .024 .016 34.522 .960 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.066 1.649 24.000 2406.000 .025 .016 39.571 .982 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.028 2.878
c
 6.000 606.000 .009 .028 17.266 .893 
ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME * 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.000 .
b
 .000 .000 . . . . 
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MARITAL Wilks' 
Lambda 
1.000 .
b
 .000 604.500 . . . . 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.000 .
b
 .000 2.000 . . . . 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.000 .000
b
 4.000 602.000 1.00 .000 .000 .050 
ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME * 
REGION 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.057 .970 36.000 2424.000 .521 .014 34.907 .922 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.944 .968 36.000 2261.457 .524 .014 32.629 .896 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.058 .966 36.000 2406.000 .527 .014 34.781 .920 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.024 1.631
c
 9.000 606.000 .103 .024 14.683 .761 
ED_LEVEL * 
AGE * 
MARITAL 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.000 .
b
 .000 .000 . . . . 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
1.000 .
b
 .000 604.500 . . . . 
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Hotelling's 
Trace 
.000 .
b
 .000 2.000 . . . . 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.000 .000
b
 4.000 602.000 1.00 .000 .000 .050 
ED_LEVEL * 
AGE * 
REGION 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.073 1.248 36.000 2424.000 .148 .018 44.933 .980 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.929 1.249 36.000 2261.457 .148 .018 42.105 .970 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.075 1.250 36.000 2406.000 .147 .018 44.994 .980 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.040 2.692
c
 9.000 606.000 .004 .038 24.227 .953 
ED_LEVEL * 
MARITAL * 
REGION 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.009 1.310
b
 4.000 603.000 .265 .009 5.241 .411 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.991 1.310
b
 4.000 603.000 .265 .009 5.241 .411 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.009 1.310
b
 4.000 603.000 .265 .009 5.241 .411 
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Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.009 1.310
b
 4.000 603.000 .265 .009 5.241 .411 
INCOME * 
AGE * 
MARITAL 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.000 .
b
 .000 .000 . . . . 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
1.000 .
b
 .000 604.500 . . . . 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.000 .
b
 .000 2.000 . . . . 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.000 .000
b
 4.000 602.000 1.00 .000 .000 .050 
INCOME * 
AGE * 
REGION 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.067 1.480 28.000 2424.000 .050 .017 41.431 .981 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.934 1.480 28.000 2175.570 .050 .017 37.324 .965 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.069 1.480 28.000 2406.000 .050 .017 41.432 .981 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.033 2.880
c
 7.000 606.000 .006 .032 20.158 .927 
  
 
 
1
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1
 
INCOME * 
MARITAL * 
REGION 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.000 .
b
 .000 .000 . . . . 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
1.000 .
b
 .000 604.500 . . . . 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.000 .
b
 .000 2.000 . . . . 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.000 .000
b
 4.000 602.000 1.00 .000 .000 .050 
AGE * 
MARITAL * 
REGION 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.005 .786
b
 4.000 603.000 .535 .005 3.142 .253 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.995 .786
b
 4.000 603.000 .535 .005 3.142 .253 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.005 .786
b
 4.000 603.000 .535 .005 3.142 .253 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.005 .786
b
 4.000 603.000 .535 .005 3.142 .253 
ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME * 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.000 .
b
 .000 .000 . . . . 
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AGE * 
MARITAL 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
1.000 .
b
 .000 604.500 . . . . 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.000 .
b
 .000 2.000 . . . . 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.000 .000
b
 4.000 602.000 1.00 .000 .000 .050 
ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME * 
AGE * 
REGION 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.027 .832 20.000 2424.000 .676 .007 16.633 .667 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
.973 .831 20.000 2000.875 .677 .007 13.769 .558 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.028 .830 20.000 2406.000 .678 .007 16.605 .666 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.018 2.124
c
 5.000 606.000 .061 .017 10.621 .703 
ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME * 
MARITAL * 
REGION 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.000 .
b
 .000 .000 . . . . 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
1.000 .
b
 .000 604.500 . . . . 
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Hotelling's 
Trace 
.000 .
b
 .000 2.000 . . . . 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.000 .000
b
 4.000 602.000 1.00 .000 .000 .050 
ED_LEVEL * 
AGE * 
MARITAL * 
REGION 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.000 .
b
 .000 .000 . . . . 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
1.000 .
b
 .000 604.500 . . . . 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.000 .
b
 .000 2.000 . . . . 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.000 .000
b
 4.000 602.000 1.00 .000 .000 .050 
INCOME * 
AGE * 
MARITAL * 
REGION 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.000 .
b
 .000 .000 . . . . 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
1.000 .
b
 .000 604.500 . . . . 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.000 .
b
 .000 2.000 . . . . 
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Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.000 .000
b
 4.000 602.000 1.00 .000 .000 .050 
ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME * 
AGE * 
MARITAL * 
REGION 
Pillai's 
Trace 
.000 .
b
 .000 .000 . . . . 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
1.000 .
b
 .000 604.500 . . . . 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.000 .
b
 .000 2.000 . . . . 
Roy's 
Largest 
Root 
.000 .000
b
 4.000 602.000 1.00 .000 .000 .050 
Note. Computed using alpha = .05
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Appendix H 
Parent Demographics’ and Region’s Effects on Parent Involvement 
 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Source Dependent 
Variable 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Noncent. 
Parameter 
Observed 
Power
e
 
Corrected Model Parenting 180.133
a
 135 1.334 1.442 .002 .243 194.628 1.000 
Decision 
Making 
172.679
b
 135 1.279 1.364 .008 .233 184.128 1.000 
School 
Interactions 
207.104
c
 135 1.534 1.741 .000 .279 235.074 1.000 
Learning at 
Home 
197.298
d
 135 1.461 1.629 .000 .266 219.905 1.000 
Intercept Parenting .255 1 .255 .276 .600 .000 .276 .082 
Decision 
Making 
.319 1 .319 .341 .560 .001 .341 .090 
School 
Interactions 
.056 1 .056 .064 .801 .000 .064 .057 
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Learning at 
Home 
2.070 1 2.070 2.307 .129 .004 2.307 .329 
ED_LEVEL Parenting 5.002 4 1.250 1.351 .250 .009 5.404 .423 
Decision 
Making 
3.605 4 .901 .961 .428 .006 3.844 .306 
School 
Interactions 
2.359 4 .590 .669 .613 .004 2.677 .219 
Learning at 
Home 
7.006 4 1.751 1.952 .100 .013 7.808 .589 
INCOME Parenting 11.591 4 2.898 3.131 .015 .020 12.523 .818 
Decision 
Making 
5.491 4 1.373 1.464 .212 .010 5.855 .456 
School 
Interactions 
9.231 4 2.308 2.620 .034 .017 10.478 .735 
Learning at 
Home 
3.733 4 .933 1.040 .386 .007 4.161 .330 
AGE Parenting .203 4 .051 .055 .994 .000 .219 .061 
Decision 
Making 
3.238 4 .809 .863 .486 .006 3.452 .276 
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School 
Interactions 
4.869 4 1.217 1.382 .239 .009 5.527 .432 
Learning at 
Home 
2.270 4 .568 .633 .639 .004 2.530 .208 
MARITAL Parenting 6.020 4 1.505 1.626 .166 .011 6.504 .502 
Decision 
Making 
2.543 4 .636 .678 .607 .004 2.712 .221 
School 
Interactions 
4.823 4 1.206 1.369 .243 .009 5.475 .429 
Learning at 
Home 
2.691 4 .673 .750 .558 .005 3.000 .242 
REGION Parenting .358 2 .179 .193 .824 .001 .387 .080 
Decision 
Making 
1.995 2 .997 1.064 .346 .003 2.127 .237 
School 
Interactions 
.448 2 .224 .254 .776 .001 .508 .090 
Learning at 
Home 
.264 2 .132 .147 .863 .000 .294 .073 
ED_LEVEL * Parenting 14.427 9 1.603 1.732 .079 .025 15.588 .791 
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INCOME Decision 
Making 
12.697 9 1.411 1.504 .143 .022 13.539 .719 
School 
Interactions 
14.471 9 1.608 1.825 .061 .026 16.425 .816 
Learning at 
Home 
19.779 9 2.198 2.450 .010 .035 22.046 .929 
ED_LEVEL * AGE Parenting 11.287 7 1.612 1.742 .097 .020 12.195 .713 
Decision 
Making 
21.203 7 3.029 3.230 .002 .036 22.609 .955 
School 
Interactions 
5.851 7 .836 .949 .468 .011 6.641 .414 
Learning at 
Home 
3.628 7 .518 .578 .774 .007 4.044 .252 
ED_LEVEL * 
MARITAL 
Parenting 3.812 3 1.271 1.373 .250 .007 4.118 .366 
Decision 
Making 
2.936 3 .979 1.044 .373 .005 3.131 .284 
School 
Interactions 
3.170 3 1.057 1.200 .309 .006 3.599 .323 
Learning at 
Home 
7.627 3 2.542 2.833 .038 .014 8.500 .680 
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ED_LEVEL * 
REGION 
Parenting 10.598 7 1.514 1.636 .122 .019 11.451 .680 
Decision 
Making 
2.623 7 .375 .400 .903 .005 2.797 .179 
School 
Interactions 
10.909 7 1.558 1.769 .091 .020 12.382 .720 
Learning at 
Home 
3.299 7 .471 .525 .816 .006 3.677 .230 
INCOME * AGE Parenting 11.914 7 1.702 1.839 .077 .021 12.873 .741 
Decision 
Making 
11.001 7 1.572 1.676 .112 .019 11.730 .692 
School 
Interactions 
9.762 7 1.395 1.583 .138 .018 11.080 .662 
Learning at 
Home 
9.531 7 1.362 1.518 .158 .017 10.623 .640 
INCOME * 
MARITAL 
Parenting 3.127 4 .782 .845 .497 .006 3.379 .271 
Decision 
Making 
.958 4 .239 .255 .906 .002 1.021 .106 
School 
Interactions 
1.043 4 .261 .296 .881 .002 1.184 .116 
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Learning at 
Home 
2.004 4 .501 .558 .693 .004 2.234 .187 
INCOME * 
REGION 
Parenting 11.830 7 1.690 1.826 .080 .021 12.782 .737 
Decision 
Making 
11.935 7 1.705 1.818 .081 .021 12.726 .735 
School 
Interactions 
12.686 7 1.812 2.057 .046 .023 14.400 .796 
Learning at 
Home 
5.608 7 .801 .893 .512 .010 6.251 .389 
AGE * MARITAL Parenting 2.162 5 .432 .467 .801 .004 2.336 .177 
Decision 
Making 
.600 5 .120 .128 .986 .001 .640 .080 
School 
Interactions 
4.660 5 .932 1.058 .383 .009 5.290 .380 
Learning at 
Home 
7.928 5 1.586 1.767 .118 .014 8.836 .610 
AGE * REGION Parenting 4.020 6 .670 .724 .630 .007 4.344 .289 
Decision 
Making 
9.415 6 1.569 1.673 .125 .016 10.039 .641 
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School 
Interactions 
8.843 6 1.474 1.673 .125 .016 10.038 .640 
Learning at 
Home 
5.946 6 .991 1.104 .358 .011 6.627 .440 
MARITAL * 
REGION 
Parenting .941 6 .157 .169 .985 .002 1.017 .094 
Decision 
Making 
7.052 6 1.175 1.253 .277 .012 7.519 .496 
School 
Interactions 
5.206 6 .868 .985 .435 .010 5.909 .393 
Learning at 
Home 
6.772 6 1.129 1.258 .275 .012 7.548 .498 
ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME * AGE 
Parenting 5.356 6 .893 .964 .448 .009 5.787 .385 
Decision 
Making 
9.514 6 1.586 1.691 .121 .016 10.144 .646 
School 
Interactions 
8.850 6 1.475 1.674 .125 .016 10.046 .641 
Learning at 
Home 
9.940 6 1.657 1.846 .088 .018 11.079 .692 
ED_LEVEL * Parenting .000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
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INCOME * 
MARITAL 
Decision 
Making 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
School 
Interactions 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
Learning at 
Home 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME * 
REGION 
Parenting 8.290 9 .921 .995 .443 .015 8.957 .501 
Decision 
Making 
5.451 9 .606 .646 .758 .010 5.812 .323 
School 
Interactions 
9.516 9 1.057 1.200 .292 .018 10.801 .597 
Learning at 
Home 
9.670 9 1.074 1.198 .294 .017 10.778 .596 
ED_LEVEL * AGE 
* MARITAL 
Parenting .000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
Decision 
Making 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
School 
Interactions 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
Learning at 
Home 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
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ED_LEVEL * AGE 
* REGION 
Parenting 10.195 9 1.133 1.224 .277 .018 11.015 .608 
Decision 
Making 
8.834 9 .982 1.047 .401 .015 9.419 .526 
School 
Interactions 
15.492 9 1.721 1.954 .042 .028 17.585 .847 
Learning at 
Home 
14.726 9 1.636 1.824 .061 .026 16.413 .816 
ED_LEVEL * 
MARITAL * 
REGION 
Parenting .509 1 .509 .550 .459 .001 .550 .115 
Decision 
Making 
.001 1 .001 .001 .971 .000 .001 .050 
School 
Interactions 
2.314 1 2.314 2.627 .106 .004 2.627 .366 
Learning at 
Home 
.603 1 .603 .672 .413 .001 .672 .130 
INCOME * AGE * 
MARITAL 
Parenting .000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
Decision 
Making 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
School 
Interactions 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
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Learning at 
Home 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
INCOME * AGE * 
REGION 
Parenting 10.415 7 1.488 1.608 .130 .018 11.253 .670 
Decision 
Making 
14.210 7 2.030 2.165 .036 .024 15.152 .820 
School 
Interactions 
12.312 7 1.759 1.996 .053 .023 13.975 .782 
Learning at 
Home 
14.728 7 2.104 2.345 .023 .026 16.416 .855 
INCOME * 
MARITAL * 
REGION 
Parenting .000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
Decision 
Making 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
School 
Interactions 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
Learning at 
Home 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
AGE * MARITAL * 
REGION 
Parenting .497 1 .497 .537 .464 .001 .537 .113 
Decision 
Making 
.835 1 .835 .891 .346 .001 .891 .156 
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School 
Interactions 
.492 1 .492 .559 .455 .001 .559 .116 
Learning at 
Home 
.351 1 .351 .391 .532 .001 .391 .096 
ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME * AGE * 
MARITAL 
Parenting .000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
Decision 
Making 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
School 
Interactions 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
Learning at 
Home 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME * AGE * 
REGION 
Parenting 3.199 5 .640 .691 .630 .006 3.457 .252 
Decision 
Making 
4.032 5 .806 .860 .508 .007 4.300 .310 
School 
Interactions 
6.002 5 1.200 1.363 .237 .011 6.813 .484 
Learning at 
Home 
5.898 5 1.180 1.315 .256 .011 6.574 .468 
ED_LEVEL * Parenting .000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
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INCOME * 
MARITAL * 
REGION 
Decision 
Making 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
School 
Interactions 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
Learning at 
Home 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
ED_LEVEL * AGE 
* MARITAL * 
REGION 
Parenting .000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
Decision 
Making 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
School 
Interactions 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
Learning at 
Home 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
INCOME * AGE * 
MARITAL * 
REGION 
Parenting .000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
Decision 
Making 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
School 
Interactions 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
Learning at 
Home 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
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ED_LEVEL * 
INCOME * AGE * 
MARITAL * 
REGION 
Parenting .000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
Decision 
Making 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
School 
Interactions 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
Learning at 
Home 
.000 0 . . . .000 .000 . 
Error Parenting 560.867 606 .926      
Decision 
Making 
568.321 606 .938      
School 
Interactions 
533.896 606 .881      
Learning at 
Home 
543.702 606 .897      
Total Parenting 741.000 742       
Decision 
Making 
741.000 742       
School 
Interactions 
741.000 742       
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Learning at 
Home 
741.000 742       
Corrected Total Parenting 741.000 741       
Decision 
Making 
741.000 741       
School 
Interactions 
741.000 741       
Learning at 
Home 
741.000 741       
Note. a. R Squared = .243 (Adjusted R Squared = .074) 
b. R Squared = .233 (Adjusted R Squared = .062) 
c. R Squared = .279 (Adjusted R Squared = .119)  
d. R Squared = .266 (Adjusted R Squared = .103) 
e. Computed using alpha = .05 
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